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ABSTRACT 
AN ASSESSMENT OF FORMAL STRUCTURES FOR PARENT 
INVOLVEMENT IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM AT 
THE STATE LEVEL 
MARION ELIZABETH HOOKER 
Purpose 
The purpose of this exploratory-descriptive study was to 
identify and assess nonmandated Formal Structures (State Parent 
Advisory Councils) for Title I, ESEA, and to provide a source of 
data relating to these bodies. Another purpose was to develop 
a model State Parent Advisory Council for states desiring to 
establish or upgrade such bodies. 
The following series of research questions were investi¬ 
gated : 
1. Which states currently have a Formal Structure for parent in¬ 
volvement at the state level of Title I Program administra¬ 
tion, and how many states have projected the establishment of 
such structures within the next three years? 
2. What is the nature, structure, and functioning of these Formal 
Structures? 
3. What is the appraisal cf parent involvement at this level, as 
viewed by State Title I Coordinators in states where a Formal 




4. What is the opinion of all State Title I Coordinators, a 
representative sample of Parent Advocates, and selected 
members of Formal Structures, regarding the issue of man¬ 
dating parent involvement in the Title I Program at the 
state level? 
5. What are the views of all State Title I Coordinators, a 
representative sample of Parent Advisory Council Advocates, 
and selected members of Formal Structures concerning the na¬ 
ture, structure, and functioning of State Parent Advisory 
Councils if they are mandated? 
Methodology 
A two-part questionnaire was sent to fifty State Title I 
Coordinators—one part for Coordinators in states with no Formal 
Structure--the other part for Coordinators in states with such 
a structure. A second questionnaire was sent to thirty-three 
Parent Advocates—authorities in the area of Title I Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils—and a third questionnaire was sent to eighty- 
nine randomly selected members of identified Formal Structures. 
Data from the returned questionnaires were analyzed by a 
hand calculator according to the frequency of responses, and 
when applicable, according to the percent of the responses in 
relation to the total for each group sampled. For reporting 
purposes, the data were organized in charts and tables. 
Major findings and conclusions 
1. Formal Structures existed in the states of: (a) Arkansas, 
(b) Florida, (c) Massachusetts, (d) Missouri, (e) New 
4 
Jersey, (f) Oregon, (g) Utah, (h) Wisconsin, (i) Indiana, 
(j) Connecticut, (k) Washington, and (1) Maryland. 
2. Seven Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure pre¬ 
dicted the emergence of such a structure within the next three 
years. 
3. Identified Formal Structures were diversified in operating 
guidelines, organization, function, size of membership, 
funding, and activities. 
4. A major goal of these bodies was improving relationships be¬ 
tween parents and state and local educational agency ad¬ 
ministrators . 
5. Although Coordinators and Formal Structure members believed 
that the goals of these bodies were achieved, some struc¬ 
tural and functional upgrading was needed. 
6. There is a need for a model State Parent Advisory Council to 
guide the development of these bodies in the future, whether 
they just emerge or whether they are mandated. 
Major recommendations 
1. Some future study should assess the effectiveness of Formal 
Structures in order to determine their value to Title I 
children, school and district level Parent Advisory Councils, 
communities, administrators, and the impact of these bodies 
on the education of children receiving Title I services. 
Future legislation or regulations for the Title I Program 
should encourage states that desire and see a need to 
2. 
5 
develop Formal Structures for parent involvement at the state 
level to establish these bodies. 
Model 
A model State Parent Advisory Council, based on an assess¬ 
ment of the analysis of data, was developed. 
/ 
ABSTRACT 
AN ASSESSMENT OF FORMAL STRUCTURES FOR PARENT 
INVOLVEMENT IN THE TITLE I PROGRAM AT 
THE STATE LEVEL 
MARION ELIZABETH HOOKER 
Purpose 
The purpose of this exploratory-descriptive study was to 
identify and assess nonmandated Formal Structures (State Parent 
Advisory Councils) for Title I, ESEA, and to provide a source of 
data relating to these bodies. Another purpose was to develop 
a model State Parent Advisory Council for states desiring to 
establish or upgrade such bodies. 
The following series of research questions were investi¬ 
gated : 
1. Which states currently have a Formal Structure for parent in¬ 
volvement at the state level of Title I Program administra¬ 
tion, and how many states have projected the establishment of 
such structures within the next three years? 
2. What is the nature, structure, and functioning of these Formal 
Structures? 
3. What is the appraisal cf parent involvement at this level, as 
viewed by State Title I Coordinators in states where a Formal 




4. What is the opinion of all State Title I Coordinators, a 
representative sample of Parent Advocates, and selected 
members of Formal Structures, regarding the issue of man¬ 
dating parent involvement in the Title I Program at the 
state level? 
5. What are the views of all State Title I Coordinators, a 
representative sample of Parent Advisory Council Advocates, 
and selected members of Formal Structures concerning the na¬ 
ture, structure, and functioning of State Parent Advisory 
Councils if they are mandated? 
Methodology 
A two-part questionnaire was sent to fifty State Title I 
Coordinators—one part for Coordinators in states with no Formal 
Structure—the other part for Coordinators in states with such 
a structure. A second questionnaire was sent to thirty-three 
Parent Advocates—authorities in the area of Title I Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils—and a third questionnaire was sent to eighty- 
nine randomly selected members of identified Formal Structures. 
Data from the returned questionnaires were analyzed by a 
hand calculator according to the frequency of responses, and 
when applicable, according to the percent of the responses in 
relation to the total for each group sampled. For reporting 
purposes, the data were organized in charts and tables. 
Major findings and conclusions 
1. Formal Structures existed in the states of: (a) Arkansas, 
(b) Florida .. (cl Massachusetts.. (d) Missouri^_ (el New 
4 
Jersey, (f) Oregon, (g) Utah, (h) Wisconsin, (i) Indiana, 
(j) Connecticut, (k) Washington, and (1) Maryland. 
2. Seven Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure pre¬ 
dicted the emergence of such a structure within the next three 
years. 
3. Identified Formal Structures were diversified in operating 
guidelines, organization, function, size of membership, 
funding, and activities. 
4. A major goal of these bodies was improving relationships be¬ 
tween parents and state and local educational agency ad¬ 
ministrators . 
5. Although Coordinators and Formal Structure members believed 
that the goals of these bodies were achieved, some struc¬ 
tural and functional upgrading was needed. 
6. There is a need for a model State Parent Advisory Council to 
guide the development of these bodies in the future, whether 
they just emerge or whether they are mandated. 
Major recommendations 
♦ 
1. Some future study should assess the effectiveness of Formal 
Structures in order to determine their value to Title I 
children, school and district level Parent Advisory Councils, 
communities, administrators, and the impact of these bodies 
on the education of children receiving Title I services. 
Future legislation or regulations for the Title I Program 




develop Formal Structures for parent involvement at the state 
level to establish these bodies. 
Model 
A model State Parent Advisory Council, based on an assess¬ 
ment of the analysis of data, was developed. 
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THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
The United States Office of Education is cog¬ 
nizant of the fact that some states have established 
State Parent Advisory Councils to assist State Coordi¬ 
nators who administer Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, Public Law 89- 
10, as amended. Title I is a state administered cate¬ 
gorical education program that provides federal funds 
to local school districts for supplementary educational 
and support services (compensatory education) for chil¬ 
dren who are not achieving at a grade level which is 
deemed appropriate for their age. The Title I Program 
is the largest federally funded aid-to-education pro¬ 
gram in the nation; its $2,285 billion current appropri 
ation for fiscal year 1978, allocated to states on the 
basis of low-income criteria, constitutes nearly one- 
third of the United States Office of Education's budget 
Current legislation mandates Parent Advisory 
Councils (PACs) at the school and district levels for 
the Title I Program; and in its 1973 annual report to 
the President and the Congress, the National Advisory 
Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children 
advocated the establishment of Parent Advisory Councils 
1 
2 
at the state level.^ However, there appears to be no 
systematic or in-depth study of the nature, functioning, 
and impact of those State Parent Advisory Councils that 
have emerged. 
This study obtained information relating 
to existing Parent Advisory Councils at the state 
level of Title I administration, assessed these findings, 
and provided a model for the future organizational struc¬ 
ture and functioning of such groups. 
The Significance of the Study 
A brief history of parent involvement in Title 
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
which shall be subsequently referred to as Title I, is 
provided for the purposes of communicating the back¬ 
ground of such involvement in the Program, as well as 
providing the necessary foundation for relating the 
importance of this study. 
Title I is a federal categorical education pro¬ 
gram that is administered by states. It provides federal 
funds, suballocated by states through a mechanism of 
county grants, to local school districts. In the Basic 
Title I Program, with which this study is concerned, 
^"National Advisory Council on the Education of 
Disadvantaged Children, Annual Report to the President 
and the Congress/1973: America's Educationally Neglec- 
ted--A Progress Report on Compensatory Education (Wash¬ 
ington, ~D7C71 Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 28. 
3 
local public school districts target their resources on 
local public schools as well as educationally deprived 
children in nonpublic schools with the largest concen¬ 
trations of children from low-income families. (Other 
components of the Title I Program are concerned with 
eligible schools and institutions, and eligible chil¬ 
dren associated with the following categories: (1) handi¬ 
capped, (2) neglected or delinquent, (3) migrant, and 
(4) children on reservations served by the Department 
of the Interior.)-*- Hereafter, reference to the Title 
I Program, Title I, or the Program, will always mean 
the Basic Title I Program unless explicitly stated 
otherwise. 
Although the Program is under the overall 
stewardship of the United States Office of Education, 
it is administered by local school districts under the 
direction of state educational agencies. 
An integral component of the Program is the 
legislative provision for Parent Advisory Councils. 
These councils are mandated at the overall school dis¬ 
trict level and for each local school that has a 
^U.S., Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Office of Education, History of Title I, ESEA 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), 
pp. 3-5. 
2See appendix A for overall federal, state, 
and local administrative functions relating to the 
Title I Program. 
4 
Title I Program.'*' In addition, some states have initi¬ 
ated the establishiment of similar Councils at the 
2 
state educational agency level. 
Parent involvement has been encouraged in Title 
I since its inception in 1965, but it was not mandated 
until 1971. Originally, school officials were required 
to work with local community-action groups in develop¬ 
ing and operating Title I projects. These groups were 
established by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, 
3 
Public Law 88-452, and often included parents of Title 
I children. In 1968, the United States Office of Edu¬ 
cation issued program criteria for Title I which urged 
school officials to talk with parents in determining 
the most important needs of children who are eligible 
to receive assistance under Title I, and to keep par¬ 
ents and other interested citizens informed about the 
4 
Program. 
See appendix B for law and regulations relat¬ 
ing to Title I Parent Advisory Councils. 
2 
U.S., Office of Education, Division of Educa¬ 
tion for the Disadvantaged, "Reauthorization Issue 
Paper: State Parent Advisory Councils," May 1977, p. 1. 
^History of Title I, p. 12. 
4 
U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare, Office of Education, ESEA Title I Program Guide 
No. 44 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
March 1966) , p. 7. 
5 
Two years later, Public Law Sl-230 gave the 
United States Commissioner of Education the power to 
require the involvement of parents at the state or lo¬ 
cal level. This power was to be exercised if he deemed 
that it would enhance program effectiveness. The Com¬ 
missioner could then promulgate regulations which set 
forth program criteria that he felt would generate such 
participation. The law also gave the Commissioner the 
authority to set forth policies and procedures that 
would ensure that programs "have been planned, developed, 
and will be operated . . . with the involvement of 
parents of the children to be served. 
This authority was reflected in an "Advisory 
Statement on Development of Policy on Parental Involve¬ 
ment in Title I, ESEA Projects," on October 30, 1970. 
The Commissioner indicated that "parental involvement 
at the local level is important in increasing the ef- 
fectiveness of programs under Title I . . ." and, on 
lu.S., Department of Health, Education and Wel¬ 
fare, Compilation of Legislation on Title I: Financial 
Assistance to Local Educational Agencies for the Educa¬ 
tion of Children of Low Income Families (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 28. 
2 
U.S. , Department of Health, Education and Wel¬ 
fare, Office of Education, "Policy Advisory Statement 
on Development of Policy on Parental Involvement in Title 
I, ESEA Projects," 30 October 1970. 
6 
October 14, 1971, district-wide Parent Advisory Councils 
became a legal requirement. ^ 
The current Title I legislation, Public Law 93- 
380, also known as the Education Amendments of 1974, 
requires Parent Advisory Councils at the district and 
2 
local school levels. 
In written testimony ftr the Subcommittee on 
Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United 
States Senate, Richard L. Fairley, Director ofthe Division 
of Education for the Disadvantaged, which administers 
the Title I Program in the United States Office of 
Education, reported that currently over 500,000 par¬ 
ents of Title I children in 14,000 school districts 
are now participating in planning, implementing, and 
3 
operating local Title I programs. 
Parents cf children receiving Title I services 
have been involved in the Program for more than ten 
years. States have shown various levels of commitment 
to such involvement. Some states promulgate the mini¬ 
mum standards for parent involvement as set forth 
■^U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare, Office of Education, ESEA Title I: How It Works, 
Pub. no. (OE)73714 (Washington, D.C.: Government Print¬ 
ing Office, 1972), p. 3. 
2 
"Reauthorization Issue Paper," p. 3. 
3 
Written testimony presented by Richard L. Fairley 
to the Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, U.S. Senate, during Reauthorization Hear¬ 
ings, 24 September 1977. 
7 
in the law, regulations, and guidelines, yet others go 
beyond these minimum standards.^ 
These practices are evidenced at the local 
school district level. Some districts allow parents 
to play active and vital roles in planning, operating, 
and evaluating the district Title I Program. However, 
during Title I reauthorization testimony before the 
House Elementary and Secondary Subcommittee on Educa¬ 
tion, Carl Marburger, senior associate of the National 
Committee for Citizens in Education, reported that "in 
a substantial number of school districts, parent in¬ 
volvement ... is either token or nonexistent^ 
Many parents and community groups have recom¬ 
mended that the Title I legislation be amended to re¬ 
quire state educational agencies to establish State 
Parent Advisory Councils. State-level Parent Advisory 
Councils are viewed by advocates of such Councils as 
one method of strengthening the parent-involvement com¬ 
ponent of the Program. 
One group of such advocates is the National 
Coalition of ESEA Title I Parents, which is composed 
Lawyers ' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, 
An Analysis of the Necessity, Clarity, and Restrictive¬ 
ness of the Program Requirements Applicable to Local 
School Districts Applying for Grants Under Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(Washington, D.C., 1976), pp. 763-784. 
2 
"Parent Participation in Title I Not a Reality, 
Washington (D.C.) Education Daily, 11 October 1977, 
p. 3 . 
8 
of parents from each of the fifty states and the District 
of Columbia. The Coalition feels that State Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils could serve as valuable catalysts for 
ensuring state-level accountability in administering 
the Title I Program. State Councils would also have 
potential, the Coalition believes, for urging state ad¬ 
ministrators to strengthen their commitment to parent 
involvement at the local school district level. This 
commitment could be reflected in strong state guidelines 
that provide a more definitive and substantive role for 
parents in decision making during program planning, im¬ 
plementation, and evaluation.'*' 
As mentioned earlier, in its 1973 annual report 
to the President and the Congress, the National Ad¬ 
visory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Chil¬ 
dren recommended establishment of State Parent Advisory 
Councils. The Council expressed the belief that "every 
State should have a State PAC whose members should be 
over a simple majority of representatives from local 
PACs.1,2 
^Telephone interview with Lloyd Hargrave, Chair¬ 
man of the Board, National Coalition of ESEA Title I 
Parents, Washington, D.C., 11 July 1977; Personal inter¬ 
view with Thomas Heatley, Director, National Parent 
Center, National Coalition of ESEA Title I Parents, 
10 September 1977. 
2National Advisory Council on the Education of 
Disadvantaged Children, Annual Report to the President 
and the Congress/1973, p. 28. 
9 
The current Title I legislation will lapse on 
June 30, 1978. However, the Program will extend, under 
provisions of the General Education Provisions Act, 
through fiscal year 1979.^ In the fall of 1977, hear¬ 
ings were conducted in the House of Representatives 
concerning reauthorization issues relating to new Title 
I legislation. State Parent Advisory Councils were 
one of these issues. 
Statement of Objectives 
The major objectives of the study were: 
(1) to make available a source of data about Formal 
Structures for parent involvement at the state level 
of Title I for state and local Title I administrators, 
citizens, and especially parents of present or former 
recipients of Title I services, the United States 
Office of Education, congressional staff, state Title 
I administrators and others who are confronted with 
Title I State Parent Advisory Councils as an issue in 
reauthorization of the Program; (2) to make available 
a source of data about Formal Structures for parent 
involvement at the state level that might facilitate 
information sharing among state level administrators 
concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
"Carter Signs One-Year Extension of Title I," 
Washington (D.C.) Education Daily, 27 September 1977, 
p. 2. 
10 
representation at the state level of Title I administra¬ 
tion; and (3) to provide information that might give 
some direction to new Title I legislation or subsequent 
amendments relating to the issue of mandating Formal 
Structures. 
Senator Claiborne Pell,'*' Chairman of the Educa¬ 
tion Subcommittee of the Committee on Human Resources, 
United States Senate, and Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm 
of the Rules Committee have expressed (through aides) 
interest in the findings of this research since the 
Senate and congressional staffs have little data re¬ 
lating to Title I State Parent Advisory Councils. This 
study has the immediate potential, therefore, of giving 
direction for new Title I legislation which will impact 
on federal, state, and local educational administrative 
practices nationwide. 
In addition, the results of this study are ex¬ 
pected to assist in facilitating information sharing 
among state-level administrators of the Title I Pro¬ 
gram concerning the problems and benefits of constitu¬ 
ency representation at the state level of Title I ad¬ 
ministration . 
^Telephone interview with Kerry Pelk, Senate 
staff, Washington, D.C., 30 June 1977. 
2 
Personal interview with Bevan Dufty, congres¬ 
sional staff, Washington, D.C., 20 October 1977. 
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Finally, the research should be of benefit to 
parents, Title I administrators, the United States 
Office of Education, and others concerned with state- 
level parent representation in educational programs 
impacting certain groups of children. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study assessed Formal Structures for par¬ 
ent involvement in the Title I Program at the state 
level, and investigated the following series of re¬ 
search questions: 
1. Which states currently have Formal Structures for 
parent involvement at the state level of adminis¬ 
tration of the Title I Program, and how many states 
have projected the establishment of such structures 
within the next three years? 
2. What is the nature and functioning of these Formal 
Structures for parent involvement at the state 
level? 
3. What is the appraisal of parent involvement at this 
level, as viewed by the State Title I Coordinators 
in states where Formal Structures currently exist, 
and by citizens, including parents, who are cur¬ 
rently members of such Formal Structures? 
4. What is the opinion of all State Title I Coordina¬ 
tors, a representative sample of Parent Advocates, 
and selected members of State Title I Parent Advisory 
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Councils, regarding the issue of mandating parent 
involvement in the Title I Program at the state 
level of Program administration? 
5. What are the views of all State Title I Coordina¬ 
tors, a representative sample of Parent Advisory 
Council Advocates, and selected members of Formal 
Structures concerning the nature, functioning, 
and structure of State Title I Parent Advisory 
Councils if they are mandated? 
The Delimitations 
This study did not attempt to: 
1. evaluate the effects of the Title I Program on the 
children who are served 
2. measure the effectiveness of parent involvement 
at the district and local levels where such involve¬ 
ment has been mandated by previous legislation 
3. seek input from local school administrators of the 
Program 
4. get a consensus of all parents or guardians of 
children involved in the Title I Program 
5. attempt to advocate or refute the merits or de¬ 
merits of parent involvement in the Title I Pro¬ 
gram 
6. make an assessment of Parent Advisory Councils for 
any other component of the Program. 
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Further, this study did not focus upon aspects 
of the Title I Program that are not considered to be 
part of the Basic Title I Program. 
Definition of Terms 
The following list of terms and their defini¬ 
tions are used throughout this paper: 
Assessment 
A determination of value; such determination 
entails review, appraisal, and subsequent judgment 
based on findings. 
The Basic Title I Program 
(the Program) 
Supplementary educational activities that are 
funded by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu¬ 
cation Act of 1965, as amended, and which serve 
eligible elementary and secondary public and nonpublic 
school children at the local educational agency level. 
District Parent Advisory Council 
A legislatively mandated Parent Advisory Coun¬ 
cil, consisting of a majority of parents or guardians 
of children receiving Title I services, which advises 
local school district administrators concerning the 
Title I Program for the entire school district. 
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Educationally deprived children 
For Title I Programs, those children who have 
a need for special educational assistance in order for 
their level of educational attainment to be raised to 
that which is deemed appropriate for children of their 
age. 
Formal Structure 
A council or committee of parents or guardians 
of Title I children, which may include other citizens, 
which is officially recognized at the state and local 
levels of Title I administration, but is not mandated 
by federal legislation. The majority of the members of 
Formal Structures are parents of children who are cur¬ 
rently receiving Title I services or have received such 
services in the past; or persons who have been selec¬ 
ted or elected by school or district level parents of 
Title I children. 
Local (or district) Title 
I Coordinator 
The local school district official who is re¬ 
sponsible for the overall administration of the Title I 
Program at the school district level. 
Local educational agency (LEA) 
The school district, board of education, or 
other legal authority which has administrative control 
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over public education in a county, city, township, or 
school district. 
Low-income family 
For purposes of Title I, the amount of money 
that a family can earn annually in order for children 
of that family to be eligible for Title I services; 
families which meet the federal matrix of poverty thresh¬ 
olds, including dollar cutoffs (in annual income) which 
are adjusted for family size. 
Model State Parent 
Advisory Council 
A conceptual representation of a State Parent 
Advisory Council which has been developed for replica¬ 
tion or adaptation for the institution of parent in¬ 
volvement at the state level, assisting the State Title 
I administrator or other state official who is charged 
with supervising the functions of such groups. 
School Parent Advisory 
Council 
A group of persons, consisting of a majority of 
parents or guardians of children receiving Title I ser¬ 
vices , who provide consultation to local school ad¬ 
ministrators on aspects of the school's Title I Program. 
State educational agency (SEA) 
The State Department of Education or State 
Department of Public Instruction, which has responsibility 
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for supervising elementary and secondary education within 
the state; this agency is also responsible for adminis¬ 
tering the statewide Title I Program. 
State Title I Coordinator 
The official at the state level of Title I ad¬ 
ministration who has primary responsibility for adminis¬ 
tering the overall state Title I Program. 
Title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education 
Act (ESEA) 
The overall compensatory education program 
funded under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, which serves eligible 
children in the following categories: 
1. public elementary and secondary schools 
2. nonpublic schools 
3. handicapped 
4. neglected or delinquent 
5. migrant, and 
6. children on reservations served by the Department 
of the Interior. 
(As mentioned previously, the present study does not 
include items 3-6.) 
Title I Parent Advisory Council 
Advocates (Parent Advocates) 
Individual citizens, and selected members of 
national bodies who have demonstrated significant 
17 
knowledge of the nature, functioning, and concerns of 
Title I Parent Advisory Councils. Many of these indi¬ 
viduals have also publicly demonstrated knowledge of 
the implications of mandating these councils at the state 
level. They have all demonstrated their knowledge of 
the nature, functioning, and concerns of Title I Parent 
Advisory Councils through testimonies at public hear¬ 
ings, collaboration in the development of published docu¬ 
ments, or the nature of their current or previous occu¬ 
pation . 
United States Office of 
Education (USOE) 
The agency of the federal government, a unit of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, which 
has the responsibility for federal administration of the 
Title I Program, and which has responsibility for carry¬ 
ing out the legal responsibilities of the United States 
Commissioner of Education. 
The Assumptions 
This study is based on the following assumptions: 
1. The Title I Program will continue to be reauthorized 
in the future 
2. Parent involvement in the Title I Program will con¬ 
tinue to be considered important and valuable 
The debate concerning the scope of parent involve¬ 




4. Federal authorities evaluating, reviewing, and legis¬ 
lating Title I Programs, state and local officials 
administering the Program, and parents of children 
receiving such education, will continue to seek in¬ 
formation and evidence that will better equip them 
for giving direction for parent involvement in such 
programs. 
5. Those states that are contemplating parent involve¬ 
ment at the state level, in the near future, will 
desire and welcome sound information which will give 
them some constructive direction. 
Summary and Order of Presentation 
The purpose of this study was to identify exist¬ 
ing Formal Structures for parent involvement in the 
Title I Program at the state level, and to determine 
the nature and functioning of these Formal Structures. 
The study also determined the projected number of non- 
mandated State Title I Advisory Councils, and obtained 
the opinion of State Title I Coordinators, Parent Advo¬ 
cates, and Formal Structure members regarding the issue 
of mandating State Title I Parent Advisory Councils. 
An appraisal of these Formal Structures and their sig¬ 
nificance as viewed by State Title I Coordinators in 
states where such structures exist, as well as by members 
of Formal Structures, was also conducted. 
This study also obtained the views of State 
Title I Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure, 
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Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure, Formal 
Structure members, and Title I Parent Advisory Council 
Advocates concerning the nature, functioning, and struc¬ 
ture of State Parent Advisory Councils, if such struc¬ 
tures are mandated. An analysis of the information ob¬ 
tained from the four groups was conducted, and a model 
structure for parent involvement was developed for 
states currently without formal parent involvement at 
the state level. 
Chapter 2 of this research study includes a 
review of the literature relating to the congressional 
intent for mandating Parent Advisory Councils in the 
Title I Program, research, theory, and practices relat¬ 
ing to parent involvement, and a discussion of the im¬ 
plementation of Parent Advisory Councils in Title I. 
Chapter 3 presents the methodology utilized in 
this study. The analysis of the data is presented in 
chapter 4, and chapter 5 presents the findings, con¬ 
clusions, and summary, as well as a model State Parent 
Advisory Council. 
In numerous tables in which the total percen¬ 
tages are less than one hundred, the totals are rounded 
off to one hundred. 
CHAPTER II 
THE REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
While this study was concerned with Parent 
Advisory Councils for the Title I Program, the writer's 
search of the literature did not disclose a significant 
amount of research data specifically relating to these 
Councils. Moreover, there was a dearth of literature 
relating to Title I State Parent Advisory Councils. 
For these reasons, the search of the literature focused 
primarily upon parent involvement as it relates to edu¬ 
cational programs for children from low-income families 
in general. 
Although Title I is specifically mentioned in 
much of the literature reviewed, several studies have 
focused on such programs as Head Start and Follow Through, 
and much of the literature related to practices in parent 
involvement in general. 
The search of related literature, therefore, 
concentrated upon: 
1. The congressional intent in establishing Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils in Title I 




3. Research and theory supporting the importance of in¬ 
volving parents in the formal education of their chil¬ 
dren 
4. The role of the school in establishing good relations 
with parents 
5. Parental roles in the formal education process 
6. Implementation of local Parent Advisory Councils in 
Title I 
7. Views in opposition to parental involvement in the 
formal educational process as well as views in oppo¬ 
sition to the Title I regulations on parent involve¬ 
ment . 
The Congressional Intent Relating to 
Parent Involvement and State Title 
I Parent Advisory Councils 
In a report which preceded enactment of the Ele¬ 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1974, Public Law 
93-380, the Committee on Education and Labor in the 
House of Representatives expressed the "belief that when 
parents are involved in the planning and implementation 
of a program for their children, there is greater in¬ 
terest on the part of both parent and children in working 
toward the success of that program. 
In the legislation enacting Title I, Congress 
encouraged, "where feasible, the development for each 
^U.S., Congress, House, H.R. Rep. No. 93-805, 
93rd Cong. 2d sess., 1974, p. 8. 
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educationally deprived child participating in the program 
. . . of an individualized written educational plan . . . 
agreed upon jointly by the local educational agency, a 
parent or guardian of the child, and when appropriate, 
the child. 
The intent of the congressional opinion relating 
to Parent Advisory Councils is reflected in current Title 
I regulations relating to the purpose of such Councils, 
which is "to encourage parental involvement at the local 
level as an important means of increasing the effective- 
2 
ness of programs under Title I." 
The Rationale for Parent Involvement 
A primary justification for the involvement of 
parents in educational programs is the assumption, sup¬ 
ported in the literature, that home-school linkages will 
improve children's performance in the school. Leonard 
Popp relates that the parent is the child's first teacher, 
and provides the tutelage under which the child begins to 
develop his basic operational definition of the world. 
.S., Department of Health, Education and Wel¬ 
fare, Office of Education, Bureau of School Systems, Title 
I: Financial Assistance to Local Educational Agencies for 
the Education of Children of Low-Income Families"! Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended, 
including changes made in P.L. 93-380, approved August 21 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974), Sec. 
141(A)(b). 
o 
U.S., National Archives and Records Services, Of¬ 
fice of the Federal Register, Code of Federal Regulations, 
45 Public Welfare, Part 116, Section 116a.25 (Washington, 
D.C.: 28 September 1976). 
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The parent, as the child's first mentor, may impact 
on the child's frame of reference in a manner that may 
significantly defy the efforts of teachers when basic 
alterations in learning are attempted.1 
Thomas Cook identified ten postulates which seem 
to support and justify parental involvement in the 
schools. These postulates, which function in interaction 
are : 
1. Involved parents can do a great deal toward 
providing support systems for one another. 
They may assist one another with knowledge, 
skills, encouragement and the strength in 
numbers necessary to combat immutable bureauc¬ 
racies, insensitive social systems, and re¬ 
calcitrate social service agencies. 
2. Parental involvement may serve as a partial 
solution to the shortage of competent and 
dedicated paraprofessionals in the helping 
pr fessions--a situation which is likely to 
continue so long as generalists are trained 
to fill roles requiring specialized (but some¬ 
times mundane) functioning. 
3. Parental involvement and activism in educa¬ 
tional systems should serve to maximize in¬ 
trinsic consumer satisfaction at a time of 
widespread public dissatisfaction with govern¬ 
mental and educational agency functioning. 
4. Educational strategies and technologies now 
exist, although at a rather embryonic stage 
of development, which can be implemented by 
supervised parents to move principles developed 
in educational laboratories into homes and 
communities. 
5. Parental involvement seems to decrease the 
financial cost of education to society in the 
long run. To illustrate, longitudinal studies 
have shown that children oppositional to school 
and social requirements with parents who are un¬ 
able to assist in modifying such difficulties 
iLeonard A. Popp, "'PTA' Pathetically Trivial 
Alliance or Potential Teaching Assistants?" Journal 
of Research and Development in Education 7 (Fall 1973): 
75. 
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frequently do not become productive citizens 
in maturity. Rather, they are prone to develop 
psychiatric disturbances. 
6. The discipline of applied behavior analysis has 
provided the insight that the behavior of chil¬ 
dren is shaped and maintained to meet the require¬ 
ments of an environmental context. Moreover, 
naturalistic observers in psychology have re¬ 
liably reported that young children spend most 
of their time at home, with parents. Therefore, 
if educators wish to modify attitudes, disposi¬ 
tions, habits or other areas of performance, the 
logical place to intervene is with the indi¬ 
viduals most pervasive in children's lives-- 
namely parents. 
7. A substantial body of research has shown that 
the period of development from eighteen months 
to three years is of profound and lasting de¬ 
velopmental significance. In order to provide 
comprehensive educational and stimulatory activi¬ 
ties to children of that age, parents necessarily 
need to be involved, at least under our current 
system of public education. 
8. Parents who learn to teach their children at an 
early stage of development have been shown to 
retain their skill and apply it over extended 
periods of time and with other children, par¬ 
ticularly if continued support is provided by 
professional educators. 
9. Parents who develop skill in instructional and 
interpersonal interaction with their children 
have proven likely to share their knowledge with 
fellow parents. Thus, a "diffusion effect" 
occurs, increasing still further the cost effec¬ 
tiveness of parental involvement. 
10. Parental involvement in the education of their 
children is further justified, since, from our 
society's perspective, parents are both morally 
and legally responsible for their children's 
performance, behavior, and development. This 
principle, of course, is particularly true in 
relation to preschool and primary age children.1 
iThomas P. Cook, "Parental Involvement in the 
Schools: Ten Postulates of Justification," Education 
96 (Winter 1975) : 168-169 . 
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Research and Theory Supporting the 
Importance of Involving Parents 
in the Formal Education of 
Their Children 
Walter Mclntire and David D. Paine suggest that 
the familial and school dimensions both play a signifi¬ 
cant role in school performance. These researchers 
studied the relationships between school achievement 
measures and the family functioning of twenty-three 
low-achieving, low-socioeconomic elementary school chil¬ 
dren who had school adjustment problems.^ 
A significant finding of their research was that 
the interpersonal dynamics of family interaction which 
actively includes the child are important to school 
achievement. For this reason, they suggested that edu¬ 
cators should consider "total-family interaction when 
2 
engaging m intervention programs. ..." Similar find¬ 
ings and conclusions were reported by Crandall and his 
associates, Coleman and Sundstrom.2 
lWalter G. Mclntire and David C. Payne, "The 
Relationship of Family Functioning to School Achieve¬ 
ment," The Family Coordinator 20 (July 1971) :265 . 
2Ibid., pp. 265-268. 
2Vaughn Crandall, Alwin B. Coleman, and D. A. 
Sundstrom, "Parents' Attitudes and Behaviors and Grade 
School Children's Academic Achievement," Journal of 
Genetic Psychology 104 (March 1960):58-66; Alwin B. 
Coleman, "Parents Help Their Children Succeed," The 
High School Journal 52 (March 1969) : 300-303 ; D. A. 
Sundstrom, "The Influence of Parental Attitudes and 
Child-Parent Interaction upon Remedial Reading Progress: 
A Re-Examination" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Utah, 1967) : 39-41 . 
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Robert Hess summarized some of the variables 
which have been identified in numerous, pertinent re¬ 
search studies which showed "some correlation between 
maternal, paternal, or family characteristics which 
might be causal ... to academic achievement.'*' Hess 
found evidence that parents who set higher achievement 
standards for their children, converse with their chil¬ 
dren more, have a higher regard for themselves and their 
children, and use reasons and explanations rather than 
reference to authority to establish discipline, are 
parents who have children with higher levels of achieve- 
o 
ment. 
Hess cautions, however, that the conditions of 
poverty make it "difficult for a mother to do an adequate 
task of preparing her child for school, even when she 
holds a deep and intense interest in his future and 
high aspirations for his achievement^ 
While there is no single solution for this con¬ 
cern, home-school partnerships have provided parents 
with a formal, informal, and supportive role in 
^-Robert Hess, "Parental Behavior and Children's 
School Achievement," in Critical Issues in Research Re¬ 
lated to Disadvantaged Children, ed. Edith Grotberg, 
proceedings of six Head Start Research Seminars held 
under 0E0 Contract 4098 (Princeton, N.J.: Educational 
Testing Service, September 1969), p. 3. 
3Ibid., p. 7. 
3Ibid. 
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actively participating in their children's education 
at the individual school level.3 
The researcher's search of the literature re¬ 
lating to parent involvement discerned that, theoret¬ 
ically, the collaboration between home and school should 
be initiated by the school system. No research studies 
have been found by the researcher to determine who 
actually has this responsibility. Martin Zwick, for 
example, suggests that the use of parents' resources 
to enrich the school program can come about only through 
the collaboration of parents, teachers, and adminis¬ 
trators . 3 
This collaboration should be initiated by the 
school system. The school principal can assume the 
role of facilitator of home-school cooperation, or a 
"full-time parent-educator . . . with experience in 
community organization, group work . . . and educa¬ 
tional systems . . . could work to integrate parents 
3 
into the educational process of their children." 
Shirley Samuels recognized the schism that 
frequently exists between low-income parents and 
teachers. She writes that teachers and low-income 
^-Richard L. Fairley, "Parents As Partners," 
The Pointer 7 (Spring 1973) :164 . 
Martin L. Zwick, "Parent Education Groups," 
Social Work 19 (November 1974):729. 
3Ibid., p. 731. 
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parents of children are frequently caught in the tread¬ 
mill of the self-fulfilling prophecy of projected dis¬ 
interest in the child's education. "Many parents," 
she asserts, "have had a history of dehumanizing and 
disillusioning experiences with their school. Their 
feelings of alienation and powerlessness are reinforced 
by society, which also blames the home and parents for 
the difficulties children experience."-*- 
One means of overcoming these problems is re¬ 
flected in demonstrated efforts by school personnel 
to identify parental skills and talents and use them 
in the school setting. When parents are unable to 
visit the school, the school should initiate and con¬ 
tinue to try new ways of reaching them. Teachers 
should play a major role in this process.^ 
Parental Roles in the Formal Educational Process 
In a 1973 report which was prepared for the 
United States Office of Education, the Stanford Re¬ 
search Institute held that "parent involvement is any¬ 
thing but a simple unitary concept,"2 but can occur in 
many forms. Among the several roles that parents may 
l-Shirley C. Samuels, "Johnny's Mother Isn't 
Interested," Today's Education 62 (February 1973) : 36 . 
2Ibid., p. 38. 
^Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs (Menlo Park, Cali¬ 
fornia: Stanford Research Institute, 1973), p. 5. 
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assume in the school are those of 1) recipients of 
home management training, 2) tutors for their own chil¬ 
dren, 3) paid paraprofessionals in the school, and 
4) advisors and decision makers at the local school 
, , 1 level. 
This section of the literature review focuses 
on the range of parent roles in the general categories 
of 1) tutor, 2) volunteer, and 3) decision maker. The 
review also focuses on studies relating to the imple¬ 
mentation of Parent Advisory Councils in Title I. 
Parents as tutors of 
preschool children 
Sixty-three percent of the children in Title 
I programs are in preschool programs, and in elementary 
programs through grade six. However, the vast majority 
of this percentage is concerned with grades one through 
2 six. The research evidence indicates that involving 
parents in preschool children's education can improve 
children's performance. It is not clear precisely how 
parental involvement (which may entail some changes in 
the behavior of parents toward the child) elicits in¬ 
creased performance. However, parent training and 
^Ibid., p. 5. 
2 
U.S., Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Office of Education, Justification of Appropria¬ 
tions (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1976), p. 17. 
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involvement which meets both the parents' needs and the 
needs of the child brings about good effects in school 
performance.3 
An investigation which focused on preschool 
children, and which was based on "assumptions of preven¬ 
tive programming . . ."of the child "through early 
intervention together with the notion that the mother 
might well serve as the primary agent of that inter¬ 
vention . . . "2 was conducted by Karnes and his associ¬ 
ates. During a two-year period, weekly meetings were 
held during which mothers of Head Start children were 
"provided a sequential educational program to use at 
home in stimulating the cognitive and verbal development 
of their children. . . ."3 The mothers received in¬ 
structions in teaching principles which emphasized posi¬ 
tive reinforcement. 
A portion of these home meetings was "devoted 
to mother-centered goals related to fostering a sense 
of dignity and worth as the mother demonstrated self- 
help capabilities within the family setting and the 
community at large."4 Again, the children whose mothers 
^Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs, p. 22. 
2Merle B. Karnes et al., "Educational Intevention 
at Home by Mothers of Disadvantaged Infants," Child De¬ 
velopment 41 (December 1970):925. 
3Ibid., p. 926. 
4Ibid. 
31 
played a role in their education demonstrated higher 
scores on standardized tests than children in a control 
group. Similar investigations and conclusions were made 
by McCarthy and Boger, Kuipers, and Beery.^ 
School-aged children 
The Stanford Research Institute reported that 
there is a "general paucity of research and theory on 
learning patterns of the older child; it is not clear 
what skills parents of older children should acquire 
and what changes in attitudes and actions toward older 
children are needed in poor parents who wish to promote 
their children's school achievement. 
However, one example of how parents can play a 
role in facilitating the academic achievement of their 
elementary school children is the Parent-Child Centers in 
Chicago, Illinois, which are funded under Title I. This 
program "provides preschool and primary level children 
and their parents special activities that are designed to 
lj. L. McCarthy, "Changing Parent Attitudes and 
Improving Language and Intellectual Abilities of Cul¬ 
turally Disadvantaged Four-Year-Old Children Through 
Parent Involvement" (Ph.D. dissertation, Indiana Univ¬ 
ersity, 1968), p. 74; Robert Boger, Judith Kuipers, and 
Marilyn Beery, Parents as Primary Change Agents in an 
Experimental Head Start Program of Language Intervention 
(Bethesda, Md. : ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 
044-168, 1969), pp. 8-10. 
^Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs, p. 23. 
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enable Title I children to achieve academic success."1 
These specially designed centers operate during the 
regular school year and during summer sessions. The 
program reaches disadvantaged children when they are 
three years old, and provides them with instruction 
through the third grade. 
The Program recognizes "that the parent is the 
child's first teacher and that home environment and 
parental attitude toward the school influence the child's 
academic success."2 Parents play an integral role in the 
program by helping and instructing their children at home, 
and by spending a minimum of two days a month in active 
participation at the centers. The Office of Education 
reports that these educationally disadvantaged children 
"are maintaining national norm average reading scores, 
as opposed to their counterparts who have dropped one 
grade level by the end of grade three. . . . "2 
^Chicago Board of Education, "ESEA Title I Child- 
Parent Centers," Chicago, 1976, p. 2. (Mimeographed.) 
2Ibid., p. 2. 
2U.S., Office of Education, Division of Educa¬ 
tion for the Disadvantaged, "Brief Descriptions of Ex¬ 
emplary Programs," 1977. (Mimeographed.) Exemplary 
programs are those programs which have been validated 
for quality by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel 
within the Education Division of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare as promising alternatives for im¬ 
proving the education in the nation's schools. 
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Parents as volunteers 
The educational literature reflects a number 
of benefits derived from involving parents in the 
school program through their participation in volunteer 
activities. The benefits to the parents and to the 
school include: 
Benefits to parents : 
1. Teaching methods and better child management 
techniques can be learned by watching the 
teacher at work. 
2. Personal fulfillment can be gained. 
3. Negative attitudes toward school can be reduced. 
Benefits to the school: 
1. Extra manpower can be provided and teachers can 
be freed from performing non-professional tasks, 
2. Personal attention to students can be provided 
by reducing the adult-pupil ratio. 
3. The school program can be enriched through the 
volunteers' resources and talents. 
4. Volunteers can help gather more support in the 
community for school programs.-*- 
Filipczak, Lordeman, and Friedman, in a review 
of the literature relating to parent involvement, wrote 
that studies in the area of volunteerism are noticeably 
lacking in: "a) reporting measurable outcomes, and b) 
evaluating the effects of volunteer activities on the 
attitudes, behavior, and/or academic achievements of 
y 
students, parents, teachers, and administration."^ They 
recommended that educators place more emphasis on these 
areas in order to use parent volunteers more effectively. 
-*-J. Filipczak, A. Lordeman, and R. Friedman, "Par¬ 
ental Involvement in the Schools: Towards What End?" 
Paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, New York, April 1977, p. 2. 
^Ibid., p. 3. 
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Decision making 
Parent involvement in decision making is a rela¬ 
tively new strategy and may take many forms. Schools 
may "attempt to be generally 'responsive' to parents 
while not necessarily relinquishing power to them (for 
example, programs that inform parents of decisions 
after making them), or they may have . . . programs that 
are actively controlled by parents and the community. 
This issue was addressed in a response to com¬ 
ments relating to the powers and authority of Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils under proposed Title I regulations for 
Public Law 93-380. The Federal Register responded that 
"in accordance with Section 141(a)(14)(C) ... of the 
Title I legislation . . . the councils have only an ad¬ 
visory function. . . . 
"The effects of parental participation in de¬ 
cision making on children's academic performance are 
particularly difficult to measure and evaluate."0 Such 
difficulty exists because of the "delayed impact on 
children," and because "decision-making roles almost 
-^Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs, p. 7. 
? 
U.S., National Archives and Records Services, 
Office of the Federal Register, Code of Federal Regula¬ 
tions, 45 Public Welfare, Part 116a, Preamble. 
3 
Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs, p. 7. 
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never occur in the absence of change in other roles. 
. . ."1 Therefore, the independent contribution made 
by decision making to a child's achievement cannot be 
readily assessed. 
A study of the University of Florida Model Fol¬ 
low Through Program included an investigation of paren¬ 
tal decision making. The study focused on the Policy 
Advisory Committee (PAC) which is composed of Follow 
Through parents, 50 percent of whom must be from low 
income backgrounds. 
The Follow Through PAC typically "makes deci¬ 
sions concerning almost all aspects of the program, 
and in this way is different from most other parent 
2 
groups." Some of these decisions include personnel 
selection and budgetary concerns, where decisions are 
made jointly with administrators. 
The investigators held that PACs would not be 
anything more than a "rubber stamp" unless they received 
help in "1) overcoming their belief that the school 
personnel would not really involve them in decision¬ 
making, and 2) building up their confidence and develop¬ 
ing their skills in such activities as conducting 
-'-Ibid . , p. 27 . 
^Gordon E. Greenwood, William F. Breivogel, and 
Hattie Bessent, "Some Promising Approaches to Parent In¬ 
volvement," Theory into Practice 11 (June 1972) :187. 
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business meetings, building budgets, analyzing curriculum, 
involving other parents, etc."-*- 
Florida's parent educators are encouraged to 
inform parents of the responsibility of PACs, and to 
urge monthly attendance at PAC meetings. The investigators 
examined this attendance and found "... tremendous 
variance between the eleven communities in the Florida 
program in PAC attendance."2 Attendance ranged from a 
high of 30 percent at monthly meetings to a low of 3 
percent. A considerable amount of involvement was 
achieved by 11 percent of the parents. 
The researchers speculated that many parents 
did not attend these PAC meetings because "they did not 
have the nature of the PAC's adequately explained to 
them, or they did not really believe that they would be 
involved in decision-making, or they felt inadequate to 
do so."2 These parents may also, in some cases, "have 
tried PAC and been somehow discouraged. A conclusion was 
made that much more needs to be done to develop an au¬ 
thentic PAC-type of parent group organization. 
In another study, "Perceptions of Ideal and Actual 
Parent Involvement in Educational Decision-Making" in 





federal mandates for parent involvement, Title I parent 
advisory councils still are likely to be 'paper' councils, 
because no provision had been made for systematic involve¬ 
ment of parents." Significantly, Hightower found that 
local "Title I coordinators are satisfied with the present 
level of parent involvement 
Similarly, the Stanford Research Institute re¬ 
ported that "the nature of the decision-making processes 
themselves, as they are actually carried out in federal 
programs for the disadvantaged and parents' roles in these 
2 
processes, appear to be largely a matter of conjecture." 
The institute also related that "there is a need 
for studies to delineate the nature of parent roles in 
the decision-making process in comparison with, or in 
contrast to, how guidelines say they ought to function."^ 
Implementation of Parent Advisory 
Councils in Title I 
The Division of Education for the Disadvantaged, 
in its document, "Brief Descriptions of Exemplary Proj¬ 
ects," has delineated many of the roles that parents of 
-'-Herma Hightower, "Perceptions of Ideal and 
Actual Parent Involvement in Educational Decision-Making" 
(Ph.D. dissertation, Arizona State University, 1977), 
p. 103. 
^Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs, p. 58. 
3Ibid. 
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children receiving Title I services play in planning, 
implementing, and evaluating Title I Programs.^ 
Parents as aides and volunteers 
For example, parents have served as aides in 
Title I schools, where their services are provided to 
those children "who are identified and who are receiving 
Title I services.As aides, these parents may be as¬ 
signed "only to teachers paid by Title I and who are 
serving this special group of students . . . Title I 
aides have been so successful that many school districts 
now hire more aides with their own money. . . .to 
work with eligible children. 
Frequently, parents assume a volunteer role in 
the schools. The very nature of the regulatory mandate 
to involve parents in planning, implementing, and evalu¬ 
ating Title I Programs assumes volunteerism on the part 
of parents. Examples of such volunteerism on the part 
of parents abound in the United States Office of Educa¬ 
tion descriptions of exemplary projects. 
For example, in the Cache County Reading Improve¬ 
ment Project in Utah, parents assist in the classroom as 
^U.S., Office of Education, Division of Education 
for the Disadvantaged, "Brief Descriptions," 1977. (Mimeo¬ 
graphed . ) 
2 
U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare, Title I: How It Works, p. 22. 
3Ibid. 
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well as reinforce teaching at home. In Vancouver, Wash¬ 
ington, parents are used as volunteers and tutors on a 
one-to-one basis in reading. Parents participate ac¬ 
tively in the classroom as tutors in Fort Lauderdale, 
Florida. They also accompany classes on field trips and 
participate in disseminating program information.^ 
In the All Day Kindergarten in Cincinnati, Ohio, 
parents also serve as volunteers. They serve as field 
trip chaperons, observers of classroom activities, or 
helpers in the school bake sale. In Project Catch-Up 
in the Newport-Mesa Unified School District in Newport 
Beach, California, parents, who are able, spend one 
morning a week helping in the reading laboratory. Some 
parents have learned to speak and read English through 
2 
this participation. 
The Stanford Research Institute reports that 
parents participate in compensatory education programs 
as tutors, paid employees, decision makers, or various 
combinations of these roles. They assert, however, that: 
. . . the variation across (and within) programs 
in the level of responsibility considered appropri¬ 
ate for parents, and the variations in the mechan¬ 
isms established for participation suggest funda¬ 
mental differences in the philosophies under which 
different programs operate. Unfortunately, evalua¬ 
tions of these programs have provided little or 
no evidence that describes the impacts of these 
^U.S., Office of Education, Division of Education 
for the Disadvantaged, "Brief Descriptions," 1977. (Mimeo¬ 
graphed . ) 
2Ibid. 
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varying policies on the degree of present partici¬ 
pation elicited or on the effects of participation.3 
In 1975, a study conducted by Vallado examined 
the role, practices, and status of Title I parent ad¬ 
visory committees in 176 school districts in Texas. 
Analysis of the data, which was gathered through ques¬ 
tionnaires administered to parent council members and 
administrators, determined that "a large number (20 per¬ 
cent) of PAC members knew very little or nothing about 
Title I programs, rules and regulations, objectives, plans, 
and selection of schools. This indicated that school 
districts are not adequately informing PAC members."2 
Only a small number of parents actively partici¬ 
pated in such activities as volunteer work and class¬ 
room observations. Parents were more involved in the 
planning process of Title I and were less involved in 
program implementation. Very little involvement was 
evidenced in the evaluation process. Administrators 
found parent involvement "somewhat useful" to the school 
districts. A number of parents felt that the PAC's 
were merely "paper committees."^ 
•'-Stanford Research Institute, Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education Programs, p. 5. 
2A. N. Vallado, "Parent Involvement in Compensa¬ 
tory Education Through Title I ESEA Parent Advisory Com¬ 
mittees in Selected School Districts in Texas" (Ed.D. 
dissertation, University of Houston, 1975), p. 112. 
3Ibid., pp. 114-116. 
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Another significant finding relating to Parent 
Advisory Councils was tnat "a number of administrators 
feel defensive when inquiries are directed at their 
PACs. There seems to be a feeling of 'don't rock the 
boat,' and that if the PACs knew their rights and under¬ 
stood what is expected of them, they could cause prob¬ 
lems for the districts."^ 
The researcher concluded that "the lack of 
interest on the part of PAC members and their lack of 
time for PAC activities are the greatest detriments to 
the implementation of an effective and viable PAC pro- 
o 
gram." However, the researcher also found little effort 
on the part of administrators to develop and implement 
an effective PAC. 
Reyes explored the role of district parent ad¬ 
visory councils in educational decision making through 
a random sample of 186 district Title I Parent Advisory 
Councils in 234 school districts in 43 of the 58 coun¬ 
ties in California. He also sampled fifty compensatory 
education consultants in the California State Department 
O 
of Education. 
1Ibid., p. 117. 
2Ibid. 
2R. D. Reyes, "The Role of School District Ad¬ 
visory Committees in the Educational Decision-Making 
Process of ESEA Title I Programs for Disadvantaged Chil¬ 
dren in California" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State 
University, 1972), p. 52-56. 
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He concluded that "knowledge of whether the 
district has accepted any of the recommendations made 
to it by the parent advisory council seems to vary from 
one district to another."-*- However, "over one-third 
of the respondents and 40 percent of nonadministrative 
members had no knowledge at all of how many of the im¬ 
portant recommendations, if any, were accepted by their 
school districts. 
Significantly, the 
frequency of advisory committee meetings was found to 
be associated with payment of members' expenses in 
attending such meetings, knowledge of whether the 
school board has accepted or rejected advisory com¬ 
mittee recommendations, effective communication be¬ 
tween the school board and the school district ad¬ 
visory committee, how a member feels about the com¬ 
mittee functions and importance, and recognition of 
the committee by the board of education.3 
State Parent Advisory Councils 
In a Reauthorization Issue Paper relating to 
State Parent Advisory Councils, the United States Office 
of Education reported that several states have estab¬ 
lished State Parent Advisory Councils which are con¬ 
cerned with improving the Title I Program within the 
state.4 
-*-Ibid. , P- 92. 
2Ibid., P- 103. 
3Ibid., P* 95 . 
.S., Office of Education, "Reauthorization 
Issue Paper: State Parent Advisory Councils," May 1977, 
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The functions of each of these councils differ 
from state to state. "Several states seem to limit the 
responsibility of the council to areas relating to 
parent involvement matters. Others have broadened the 
council functions to include almost any concern relating 
to the operation of Title I, ESEA Program. 
Some of the major activities these Councils focus 
upon are: 1) assisting in coordinating and facilitating 
the activities on local school district Parent Advisory 
Councils, 2) reviewing and commenting on state policies 
relating to Title I, 3) helping to conduct parent train¬ 
ing programs, and 4) encouraging parents of Title I chil¬ 
dren to actively participate in the education of their 
children. 
These councils vary in size and composition: 
In some states, council membership consists en¬ 
tirely of parents with administrators serving 
as resource people. In other states the member¬ 
ship includes representatives from the major 
disciplines serving the educational community. 
In still other situations the State parent ad¬ 
visory councils are composed of parents, community 
representatives and educators.3 
Some states have informed United States Office of 
Education staff that they have encountered some difficulty 
in establishing these councils because of the fact that 
Ibid . , p. 6 . 
2Ibid., p. 7. 
^Ibid., p. 9. 
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they are not mandated by legislation and, therefore, 
there is a limited amount of resources available to 
fund them. 
All of the State Title I Coordinators in those 
states that are known to have such Councils have in¬ 
formally reported that the Councils have "provided the 
state with a linkage to the local parent community which 
has resulted in a better relationship between parents 
and administrators . 
The United States Office of Education has recom¬ 
mended: "Do not mandate state parent advisory councils, 
but provide legislative encouragement for their estab¬ 
lishment as well as suggested means by which they can 
be funded.As mentioned earlier, congressional staff 
members have little data on these Councils and are in¬ 
terested in research focusing on this issue. 
Title I program direction is complicated, and 
much of this direction comes from the state level 
of Program administratio::. It is felt by many 
parents of children receiving Title I services, as 
well as some state and local educational agency ad¬ 
ministrators and advocates of parental involvement 
that State Parent Advisory Councils would strengthen 
the parental involvement component of the Title I 
program.2 
llbid., p. 13. 
2Ibid. 
^Personal interview with Velma K. James, Division 
of Education for the Disadvantaged, U.S. Office of Educa¬ 
tion, Washington, D.C., 20 November 1977. 
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In testimony presented to the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) during public hearings re¬ 
lating to reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA), Lloyd Hargrave, Chairman of the 
National Coalition of ESEA Title I Parents related: 
In order to further facilitate the planning and 
monitoring of Title I programs at the State level, 
State parent advisory councils should be mandated 
for the following reasons: 
* To provide a State-wide parent organization 
that will become a liaison for local parent 
councils to solidify their effectiveness 
and to amplify the importance of their role. 
* To provide a mechanism for individual parents 
and parent groups to become more effective 
in the decision-making process on the local, 
State and Federal levels through training in 
management and leadership skills. 
* To provide a mechanism that will allow for 
the discussion and amelioration of parent 
council problems at the local levels. 
* To establish an organization, representative 
of Title I parents across the State, to 
rally the need for and continuation of Fed¬ 
eral, State, and local support of educational 
programs for educationally disadvantaged 
children wherever possible (i.e., policies 
relative to ESEA Title I, review and in¬ 
terpretation of Federal regulations and 
State policies, etc.). 
* To provide leadership and technical assis¬ 
tance to individual parents and parent 
councils throughout the State. 
* To participate in Title I area-w’ide and State¬ 
wide training programs, workshops and con¬ 
ferences . 
* To establish a communication network between 
the State-wide council and all local councils. 
We, therefore, recommend that State parent advisory 
councils are [sic] mandated and that the membership 
be selected by eligible Title I Parents and consist 
of a majority of the parents of the children to be 
served.1 
•^Testimony of Lloyd Hargrave, Chairman of the 
National Coalition of ESEA Title I Parents, Public Hearings on ESEA 
Reauthorization, Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Washington, D.C., 13 July 1977. 
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In her testimony before the Department of HEW, 
Linda Brown, Director of the Federal Education Project 
of the Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, 
testified that the Project strongly endorsed state-level 
PACs. Such Councils could 
perform a tremendously vital function in strengthen¬ 
ing the parent involvement component and the overall 
Title I program in their respective states by keep¬ 
ing the SEA [state educational agency] abreast of 
parent interests and concerns throughout the state, 
and providing for parental input in the development 
of operational plans and procedures for local 
school districts.^ 
Although the involvement of parents in the educa¬ 
tional process is supported in the vast majority of the 
literature which was reviewed by the researcher, Hess 
cautions that such involvement should not be viewed as a 
panacea. He suggests: 
Parent involvement programs are usually de¬ 
signed for young children, but intervention programs 
for parents of small children will not necessarily 
assist the parents with children who are past the 
fourth or fifth grade. The parents' effectiveness, 
even after intervention, may be limited to the early 
grades by their own limited schooling. And if the 
programs are effective, the children will surpass 
the parents.^ 
Hess also related that although the family and 
the school are"the major socializing forces in the child's 
^Testimony of Linda Brown, Director of the Federal 
Education Project of the Lawyers' Committee for Civil 
Rights Under Law, Public Hearings on ESEA Reauthorization, Depart¬ 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C., 
13 July 1977. 
^Hess, "Parental Behavior and Children's School 
Achievement," p. 43. 
life, "there are signs that the impact of the school 
is becoming greater . . . [and that] intervention pro¬ 
grams organized by the schools with government support 
affect the balance of power between these two major 
socializing agents.This is due, in part, to the 
increasingly diversified role of the teacher in early 
intervention programs--which creates a blurring or 
overlap in the traditional roles of the mother and the 
teacher who is a child-care expert. 
This phenomenon is counterbalanced, somewhat, 
by the "growth of community schools and the emergence 
of parent power . . . [which] may indicate not only a 
desire for better schools but a resistance to their 
increasing influence."2 
We must recognize, Hess, asserts, that parent 
"intervention programs are not a new and permanent 
state of affairs to which we must adjust, they both 
initiate social change and become targets of change. 
So they must be built with mechanisms that permit 
flexible adaptations to changing pressures and needs." 
^Ibid., p. 44. 
2Ibid. 
2 Ibid., p. 4 8. 
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Opposition to Parent Involvement, 
or the Title I Regulations 
on Parent Involvement 
Although it was the belief of the Congress that 
parental involvement in the Title I Program would enhance 
the interest of both parents and children in working 
toward the success of the Program, not all state and 
local school district persons working in the Program 
share this belief. 
The Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under 
Law found that attitudes of state and local officials 
ranged from "parents are dummies" to "parents are key 
to good programs^ The Committee provided a sampling 
of the range of attitudes expressed by state-level 
officials of the Title I Program: 
1. There is a lack of sufficient LEA [local educa¬ 
tional agency] staff time to recruit parents. 
2. LEAs can't get "good" parents to come to meet¬ 
ings. Thus, LEAs must recruit. 
3. Parents are apathetic. Can't get them involved. 
4. Some LEAs don't want parents involved. It is 
time-consuming and bothersome for the LEA staff. 
5. Some LEAs don't encourage parent involvement be¬ 
cause they are afraid parents will overstep 
their bounds. 
6. It is difficult for the SEA to ensure real parent 
involvement if the LEA is not committed to it. 
7. The parent involvement regulations are too ori¬ 
ented toward large urban districts. In small, 
rural districts [they] can't get enough people 
to form PACs. 
In addition, major communication and transporta¬ 
tion problems [are experienced]. Besides, parents 
feel that the school board is elected and the 
school administration is paid to design and oper¬ 
ate effective programs. 
^Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, 
Analysis of Program Requirements, 1976, p. 741. 
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8. PACs can't play an advisory role because Title 
I is "too tied to the federal requirements." 
9. Parent involvement is one of the most important 
components to an effective program and parents 
serve as one of the most effective enforcement 
strategies where they are properly trained.^ 
On July 15, 1977, the National Advisory Council 
on the Education of Disadvantaged Children held a series 
of informal hearings with state and local education of¬ 
ficials, teachers, parents, and other interested persons 
concerned about the Title I Program. 
The purpose of these hearings was "to obtain 
candid statements and recommendations on the strengths 
and weaknesses of compensatory education programs for 
Council consideration in developing testimony on 
possible improvements and changes during the Congres- 
2 
sional deliberations on ESEA for 1978." 
One commentor, a local school superintendent, 
stated : 
Parents can give valuable feedback on changes they 
see at home. Parents used to evaluate the worth of 
a program is at best questionable. . . . 
I would commend the reasoning that Congress 
used when establishing P.A.C. as a requirement of 
Title I, but as a practical matter they are useless. 
Worse, they, in some cases, cause tremendous prob¬ 
lems for school officials. When you give a person 
power and do not give that person the knowledge to 
use that power, you have created a monster. If you 
think we, as school officials, should train P.A.C. 
-*-Ibid . , p . 242 . 
^National Advisory Council on the Education of 
Disadvantaged Children, "Special Report on Rural Educa¬ 
tion," September 1977. (Mimeographed.), p. 99. 
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members, give us the money to provide them a college 
education so they will know the reason for remedia¬ 
tion of reading, or for that matter, what remedial 
means. I agree with having P.A.C. committees but 
I don't think they should have veto power or sign-off 
power.1 
Summary 
The researcher's review of the literature re¬ 
lating to parental involvement determined that there 
are theoretical and research-based foundations which 
establish parental involvement as a viable practice in 
accelerating or facilitating the educational process. 
The review reflected the research-based congres¬ 
sional intent relating to parent involvement in Title 
I programs and the justification for such involvement-- 
which is based on the assumption that home-school link¬ 
ages will improve children's performances in the school. 
Research into the relationship of the influence of 
parental involvement and its relationship to school per¬ 
formance also indicates that some correlation exists 
between maternal, paternal, or family characteristics 
which might be causal to academic achievement. 
Investigation of parental roles in the formal 
educational process indicates that while some opposition 
exists concerning the inclusion of parents in the formal 
educational process, parents can be a critical factor 
in a school program when they are motivated to increase 
1Ibid., p. 118. 
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their understanding of the educational process their 
child is undergoing. In this sense, parents may par¬ 
ticipate in the school program as observers and facili¬ 
tators of learning through classroom visits, home 
visits, and as volunteers, aides, and decision makers. 
The issue of State Parent Advisory Councils for 
the Title I Program was nudged into public conscious¬ 
ness in 1970 with the enactment of Public Law 91-230, 
which gave the Commissioner of Education the authority 
to require the involvement of parents at the state or 
local levels. Because of varying levels of quality in 
state and local compliance with subsequent federal man¬ 
dates for district and school Parent Advisory Councils, 
State Parent Advisory Councils have become an issue in 
the pending reauthorization of Title I. 
The implementation of Title I Parent Advisory 
Councils, Title I legislation and studies that exist 
concerning parent involvement in Title I, and research 
concerning parent involvement in educational programs, 
tend to suggest that the issue of such involvement is 
one that is getting increasing attention; in so doing, 
this issue is causing many questions to be raised for 
which there appear to be very few or no answers sup¬ 
ported by research. This research project will provide 
some answers to some questions regarding Formal Struc¬ 
tures for parent involvement in the Title I Program 
at the state level. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to assess Formal 
Structures for parent involvement in the Title I Pro¬ 
gram at the state level. The descriptive research 
methodology was utilized to accomplish this task. 
Best related that: 
A descriptive study describes and interprets what 
is. It is concerned with conditions or relation¬ 
ships that exist, opinions that are held, proces¬ 
ses that are going on, effects that are evident, 
or trends that are developing. It is primarily 
concerned with the present, although it often con¬ 
siders past events and influences as they relate 
to current conditions.1 
This chapter presents the methodology used for 
this study which includes: a) the research data, b) the 
criteria for the admissibility of the study, c) the 
research population, and d) the research procedure. 
The Research Data 
The data of this research are of two kinds: 
primary data and secondary data. The nature of each 
of these two types of data will be given briefly below: 
^John W. Best, Research in Education (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 19lT)~, p7 166. 
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The primary data 
The responses to questionnaires by a) State Title 
I Coordinators, b) randomly selected members and the 
chairpersons of Formal Structures for parent involvement 
at the state level, and c) selected Title I Parent Ad¬ 
vocates . 
The secondary data 
Published studies; transcripts of public hear¬ 
ings; position papers; other dissertations; Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare publications; and Title 
I legislation and regulations constituted one type of 
secondary data. Unpublished Office of Education docu¬ 
ments and administrative correspondence, as well as 
personal and telephone interviews, constituted another 
type of secondary data. 
The Criteria for the Admissibility 
of Data for the Study 
While the researcher made every effort to ob¬ 
tain a response from every person sampled, only the 
questionnaires that were correctly completed and re¬ 
turned were used in an analysis of assessment and as 
input information in the development of a model State 
Parent Advisory Council, with the exception of one item 
of information—ascertaining the existence or non¬ 
existence of Formal Structures. There were several 
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methods by which this item of information was obtained 
and accepted for use in the study. 
The Research Population 
Although Title I is a federal program, it is 
managed at the state level by the state educational agency. 
The person who has primary administrative responsibility 
for the Program is designated as the State Title I Coordi¬ 
nator. The local educational agency is required by legisla¬ 
tion to have a Parent Advisory Council at the District and 
Title I school levels. 
This study involved an investigation of the following 
populations : 
1. All State^ Title I Coordinators 
2. The membership of existing Formal Structures for parent 
involvement at the state level of Title I administra¬ 
tion 
3. Title I Parent Advisory Council Advocates 
Parent Advocates were selected by the researcher to 
obtain views relating to the construction of a model 
^Edward C. Smith and Arnold J. Zurcher, Dic¬ 
tionary of American Politics, 2d ed. (New York: Bond & 
Noble Books, Div. of Harper and Row, 1968), s.v. "State." 
"A politically organized body of people permanently occupy¬ 
ing a definite territory and living under a government en¬ 
tirely or almost free from external control and competent 
to secure habitual obedience from all persons within it or 
specifically possessing both external and internal sover¬ 
eignty." This definition excludes the District of Columbia, 
"over which Congress may exercise exclusive legislation in 
all cases whatsoever," s.v. "District of Columbia." 
55 
State Parent Advisory Council, and to compare their 
views with those of the Coordinators and Formal Struc¬ 
ture members. These individuals were not chosen to 
assess the worth or nonworth of existing Formal Struc¬ 
tures . 
The Research Procedure 
The research procedure for obtaining the 
assessment of Formal Structures (Title I State Parent 
Advisory Councils), as well as views relating to the 
nature, structure, and functioning of such groups, was 
that of the questionnaire survey. 
For assessment purposes, a separate question¬ 
naire was developed by the researcher for each of the 
following groups: 
1. State Title I Coordinators^ (State Title I Coordi¬ 
nator Questionnaire) . 
2. Membership of existing Formal Structures at the 
state level (State Title I Parent Advisory Council 
Member Questionnaire). 
The research procedure for obtaining views of 
Title I Parent Advisory Council Advocates (Parent Ad¬ 
vocates) concerning the nature, structure and 
See appendix D for questionnaires. 
2 
See appendix C for list of State Title I Co¬ 
ordinators . 
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functioning of State Title I Parent Advisory Councils 
was that of a questionnaire which was developed for: 
3. Title I Parent Advocates (Parental Involvement 
Questionnaire). 
The sample to which questionnaires were mailed 
was : 
1. All State Title I Coordinators of recognized states 
in the United States (a total of fifty). 
2. The Chairpersons of existing Formal Structures and 
a maximum of nine other randomly selected"*- persons 
in the membership of that structure for a given 
state (a total of eighty-three). The sample in¬ 
cluded all of the membership of a structure whose 
membership was less than or equal to ten. 
3. Selected Advocates for Title I Parent Advisory Coun¬ 
cils (a total of thirty-three). 
Development of Questionnaires 
In developing the questionnaires, the researcher 
was cognizant of the characteristics of a well-designed 
instrument, as described by Best. The instrument: 
Random selection was made from Formal Struc¬ 
ture membership rosters. In rosters that included 
more than ten names, a Table of Random Digits was used. 
The source for this table was Gene V. Glass and Julian 
C. Stanley, Statistical Methods in Education and 
Psychology (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1970), 
pp. 510-511. 
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1. deals with a significant topic, one that the respon¬ 
dent will perceive as important enough to warrant 
spending his time in responding 
2. seeks only that information which cannot be obtained 
from other sources 
3. is only long enough to get the essential data 
4. is attractive in appearance, neatly arranged, and 
clearly duplicated or printed 
5. provides directions which are clear and complete, 
with important terms defined 
6. directs questions which are objective, with no lead¬ 
ing suggestions as to the responses desired 
7. presents questions in good psychological order, 
proceeding from general to more specific responses 
8. is easy to tabulate and interpret.^ 
Preliminary drafts of the three questionnaires 
to be used in this study were given to a "jury" of 
twelve individuals, including federal and state Title 
I administrators, educators, and laymen who were re¬ 
quested to respond to the instruments. These indi¬ 
viduals were asked to indicate on the questionnaire 
those questions they believed were poorly worded, am¬ 
biguous, unintelligible, or unanswerable. They were 
also told to feel free to write in changes that they 
believed would be relevant to an assessment of Formal 
1-Best, Research in Education, p. 66-67. 
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Structures for parent involvement at the state level of 
Title I administration. 
The State Title I Coordinator Questionnaire was 
a fifty-three item, two-part instrument which was de¬ 
veloped for Coordinators in states without a Formal Struc¬ 
ture (questions 1-21), and Coordinators in states with 
a Formal Structure (question 1 and questions 22-53). The 
questionnaire which was developed for Parent Advocates 
was a twenty-one item instrument, and the questionnaire 
which was developed for members of Formal Structures con¬ 
sisted of twenty-nine items. 
Transmittal and Rate of Return 
of Questionnaires 
The first mailing-'- of questionnaires occurred 
on 1 October 1977, and consisted of questionnaires and 
covering letters that were mailed to all State Title I 
Coordinators and selected Advocates for Title I Parent 
Advisory Councils (Parent Advocates). Subsequent follow- 
2 
up letters and questionnaires were sent to some of 
these persons. According to the original research 
plan, the target date for accepting all questionnaires 
to be considered for admissible data was 15 October 
1977. However, this date was extended until 21 October 
-*-See appendix E for questionnaire transmittal 
2 
See appendix E for follow-up letters. 
letters. 
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1977 because of the initial slow rate of response of 
State Title I Coordinators. 
By 21 October 1977, forty-two questionnaires 
(84 percent) were received from State Title I Coordi¬ 
nators, and twenty-six questionnaires (78.78 percent) 
were received from Parent Advocates. 
Because it was necessary to determine, at a 
minimum, the number of states in which Formal Struc¬ 
tures existed, telephone follow-up calls were made 
to the eight nonresponding Coordinators to elicit 
this information. 
The second mailing of questionnaires consisted 
of eighty-three questionnaires with covering letters 
which were sent on 28 October 1977 to Chairpersons and 
randomly selected membership of nine of the existing 
Formal Structures for parent involvement at the state 
level. These persons were identified through rosters 
which were provided by responding State Title I Co¬ 
ordinators. One of the ten responding Coordinators 
with a Formal Structure did not include a roster of mem¬ 
bers. Subsequent follow-up letters and questionnaires 
to be considered for admissible data were sent to some of 
the members of Formal Structures. The target date for 
accepting all questionnaires to be considered for ad¬ 
missible data was 11 November 1977. Responses received 
from the members of Formal Structures totaled sixty-one 
(73.49 percent). 
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All correctly completed responses received 
by the above target dates were then organized for 
analysis . 
Because all Title I Coordinators were assured 
that their responses to the questionnaire would be kept 
in strict confidence, on 19 January 1978, letters were 
mailed to the ten Coordinators in states with a Formal 
Structure who returned a questionnaire in order to re¬ 
ceive permission to release the names of their states 
in the study. Permission was received from all of the 
ten Coordinators.^ 
Due to the nature of this study—an exploratory 
descriptive study--and to the make-up of the various 
groups that were sampled, the analysis of the data was 
primarily concerned with basic descriptive statistics. 
Data from the returned questionnaires were analyzed by 
a hand calculator according to the frequency of re¬ 
sponses and, when applicable, according to the percent 
of responses in relation to the total for each group 
sampled. 
-*-See appendix F for letters of release from 
Coordinators. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This chapter presents the data and the analysis 
of the data which were obtained through the questionnaire 
returns from: (1) State Title I Coordinators, (2) Chair¬ 
men and members of State Title I Parent Advisory Councils 
or Committees (Formal Structures), and (3) Title I Parent 
Advisory Council Advocates (Parent Advocates) . The data are re¬ 
ported in three major sections: (1) questionnaire returns, 
(2) responses on questionnaires which are presented rela¬ 
tive to the research questions which were stated in chap¬ 
ter 1, and (3) a summary. A copy of the questionnaire 
which was sent to each category of respondents may be 
found in appendix D. 
Questionnaire Returns 
State Title I Coordina¬ 
tor Questionnaires 
Forty-two (84 percent) of the fifty question¬ 
naires that were mailed to State Title I Coordinators 
were returned. Table 1 reflects the four categories of 
responses from Coordinators that were identified: 
(1) correctly completed questionnaires, (2) partially 
completed questionnaires, (3) incorrectly completed 

















questionnaires 34 68 
Partially completed 
questionnaires 4* 8 
Incorrectly completed 
questionnaires 4 * * 8 
Telephone responses to 
questionnaire 8* 16 
Total 50 100 
*Responses to question number 1 only, in order to estab¬ 
lish the existence or nonexistence of a Formal Structure. 
**Responses to questions number 1 and 53 only, in 
order to establish the existence or nonexistence of 
Formal Structures. 
The categories are defined as follows: (1) cor¬ 
rectly completed questionnaires--questionnaires that 
were completed as requested; (2) partially completed 
questionnaires--questionnaires returned by State Title 
I Coordinators with responses to less than 25 percent 
of the questions; (3) incorrectly completed question- 
naires--questionnaires from State Title I Coordinators 
identifying groups not complying with the definition 
of a Formal Structure or, as in one case, not giving any 
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information or description of such a group that was 
said to exist; and (4) telephone responses—responses to 
telephone calls that were made to State Title I Coordi¬ 
nators who did not return a questionnaire by mail. 
As indicated in table 1, all categories of Co¬ 
ordinator questionnaires were used in analysis of data 
to establish the existence or nonexistence of a Formal 
Structure in the states (only question 1 in two cate¬ 
gories and questions 1 and 53 in one category). How¬ 
ever, for the total analysis of data, only the thirty- 
four correctly completed questionnaires, representing 
68 percent of the fifty State Title I Coordinators, 
were used. Forty-two questionnaires, 84 percent of the 
fifty questionnaires mailed, were returned, and the 
eight (16 percent) Coordinators who did not return 
questionnaires by mail were contacted by telephone. 
This means that for State Title I Coordinators, the 
sample of respondents used in at least part of this 
analysis consisted of 100 percent of the population. 
Parental Involvement Questionnaire 
As table 2 reflects, of the thirty-three ques¬ 
tionnaires that were mailed to Title I Parent Advisory 
Council Advocates, twenty-six questionnaires, repre¬ 
senting 78.78 percent of the instruments that were 
mailed, were completed, returned to the researcher, and 
used in the analysis of data. All respondents answered 
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TABLE 2 
QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS FROM PARENT 







Number Percent Number Percent 
Mailed 33 100.00 83 100.00 
Returned 26 78.78 61 73.49 
Partially completed — — 2 3.27 
Used in analysis of 
data 26 78.78 59 71.08 
at least 90 percent of the twenty-one questionnaire 
items. 
State Title I Parent 
Advisory Council 
Member Questionnaire 
Sixty-one questionnaires, representing 73.49 
percent of the eighty-three instruments that were mailed 
to Formal Structure members, were returned. Two of 
these Formal Structure members responded to less than 
5 percent of the questions on this twenty-nine-item 
instrument. Therefore, a total of fifty-nine, or 71.08 
percent of the State Title I Parent Advisory Council 
Member Questionnaires were used in the analysis of 
data. These respondents also answered at least 90 per¬ 
cent of the questions on the instrument (see table 2). 
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General Description of Questionnaires 
In carrying out the research investigation, 
three different color-coded questionnaires were de¬ 
veloped for four distinct groups. A general descrip¬ 
tion of these instruments follows. 
A two-part, fifty-three item State Title I 
Coordinator Questionnaire, which was printed on white 
paper, was developed for Coordinators in states without 
a Formal Structure and for Coordinators in states with 
such a body. This type of questionnaire was necessary 
because it was not known which states had a State Parent 
Advisory Council. 
Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure 
responded to fifteen questions that provided the re¬ 
searcher with the information which was necessary to 
resolve research questions 1, 4, and 5. Coordinators 
in states with a Formal Structure responded with distinct 
information for the resolution of all five research 
questions. 
Parent Advocates who responded to the twenty- 
one item Parental Involvement Questionnaire, which was 
printed on buff-colored paper, responded to eleven 
items that provided information which was necessary for 
the researcher to answer research questions 4 and 5. 
A twenty-nine item State Title I Parent Ad¬ 
visory Council Member Questionnaire was developed for 
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the Chairmen and randomly selected membership of Formal 
Structures. The latter sample included all of the 
membership of a structure whose membership was less 
than eleven. This questionnaire was printed on yellow 
paper. These individuals responded to twenty-four 
questions that permitted the researcher to resolve 
research questions 2, 3, 4, and 5. 
Ancillary questions were posed in all three 
questionnaires to qive the researcher further insights 
on matters relating to the research questions. 
Presentation and Analysis of 
Responses on Questionnaires 
The following section of this chapter presents 
the data generated from responses on the three sets of 
questionnaires. These data are presented relative to 
the research questions of this study as stated in chap¬ 
ter 1. 
Research question 1 
Which states currently have Formal Structures 
for parent involvement at the state level of adminis¬ 
tration of the Title I Program, and how many states have 
projected the establishment of such structures within 
the next three years? (See appendix H for comments re¬ 
lating to this section.) 
All State Title I Coordinators were asked: 
"Does your state have a State Title I Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee?" 
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As shown in figure 1, ten Coordinators indi¬ 
cated that a Formal Structure existed in their state, 
and two additional Coordinators confirmed the exis¬ 
tence of a Formal Structure by telephone. In the case 
of the two states that confirmed the existence of a 
Formal Structure by telephone, the researcher obtained 
United States Office of Education correspondence that 
confirmed the existence of such structures. Figure 2 
shows the locations of these Formal Structures. 
Per- Num- 
cent ber 
Confirmed by Confirmed by 
Questionnaire Telephone 
Fig. 1. Number and percent of states with a Formal 
Structure, as confirmed by questionnaire and by telephone. 
■^See appendix F for letters from State 
CT'i 
00 
Fig. 2 States with a Formal Structure 
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A total of thirty-eight states did not have a 
State Title I Parent Advisory Council, as confirmed by 
questionnaire and by telephone. 
For states without a Formal Structure, Coordi¬ 
nators were asked: "Have you been approached by parents, 
legislators, superintendents, community representatives, 
educators, or other individuals with a request to 
form such a council or committee at the state level?" 
As table 3 indicates, a minority of ten (40 per¬ 
cent) of the twenty-five Coordinators responding had 
been requested to form a State Parent Advisory Council, 
and a majority of fifteen (60 percent) had not re¬ 
ceived such a request. 
TABLE 3 
COORDINATORS WHO HAVE BEEN REQUESTED BY PARENTS, COM¬ 
MUNITY REPRESENTATIVES, OR EDUCATORS TO FORM A 
TITLE I STATE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL 
Categories of Responses Number Percent 
Coordinators receiving 
requests 10 40 
Coordinators not receiving 
requests 15 60 
Total 25 100 
Title I Coordinators which gave the researcher permission 
to release the names of those states in which a Formal 
Structure currently exists. 
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Coordinators who responded in the affirmative 
to this question were asked: "If you responded 'yes' to 
question number 2, which segments of the population 
made the request?" Nine of the Coordinators responded 
to the question. 
All of the nine responding Coordinators indi¬ 
cated that this request came from parents. Three Co¬ 
ordinators (33.33 percent) indicated that educators 
had made the request, and only two Coordinators 
(22.22 percent) had received this request from com¬ 
munity representatives. 
Parent Advocates' awareness of practices of 
Formal Structures. Because of the Coordinators' af¬ 
firmative or negative responses to the question that 
determined the existence or nonexistence of a State 
Parent Advisory Council, the researcher was able to 
determine those Parent Advocates who lived in states 
with a Formal Structure. Eighteen (69.23 percent) of 
the Parent Advocates, representing the majority of the 
individuals in this group, lived in states that had 
a Formal Structure. In contrast with the Coordinators, 
a majority of the Advocates, twenty-two persons (84.61 
percent), had discussed the issue of State Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils with members of their communities and 
a minority of four (16 percent) had not. 
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All of the twenty-two Parent Advocates who 
had discussed this issue with members of their com¬ 
munities indicated that this discussion had been held 
with parents. Seven Advocates (31.81 percent) had 
discussed Formal Structures with legislators. More 
than half of this group, twelve persons (54.54 per¬ 
cent) , had discussed the issue with community repre¬ 
sentatives, and fourteen Advocates (66.63 percent) had 
discussed the issue with educators. 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Struc¬ 
ture were asked the question: "Do you feel that a 
State Council/Committee for parent involvement in 
Title I would be useful to you in the administration 
of the program?" 
Parent Advocates were asked the question: "Do 
you feel that a State Parent Advisory Council would 
be useful in the administration of the Title I Pro¬ 
gram? " 
As table 4 depicts, a greater percentage of 
Parent Advocates (96 percent) than Coordinators (36 
percent) believed that a Formal Structure would be 
useful in the administration of the Title I Program. 
These two groups were also asked to indicate 
the reason or reasons for their affirmative or nega¬ 
tive responses relating to the usefulness of Formal 
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TABLE 4 
VIEWS OF COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL 
STRUCTURE AND PARENT ADVOCATES CONCERNING 
FORMAL STRUCTURE USEFULNESS TO TITLE I 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
Coordinators with¬ 
out a Formal Parent 
Responses Structure Advocates 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Believe a Formal 
Structure would 
be useful 9 36 25 96.15 
Believe a Formal 
Structure would 
not be useful 16 64 1 3.84 
Total 25 100 26 100.00 
Structures in the administration of Title I. Tables 5 
and 6 reflect these reasons. 
The prevailing reason for the affirmative response 
of members of both groups was that State Parent Advisory- 
Councils could help inform state administrators of local 
parent and community concerns. The second reason was 
that such bodies would strengthen the parent advisory 
component of the Program. 
Fifteen Coordinators who responded negatively 
to the question provided the reason or reasons for their 
responses. The prevailing reasons were that no funds 
were available for a Formal Structure, and that these 




VIEWS OF COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL 
STRUCTURE AND PARENT ADVOCATES WHO FEEL THAT A 
FORMAL STRUCTURE WOULD BE USEFUL IN THE 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE TITLE I PROGRAM 
Coordinators with- 
out a Formal Parent 
Responses* Structure** *** Advocates* * * 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Believe a Formal Struc¬ 
ture could help in¬ 
form state adminis¬ 
trators of local 
parent and community 
concerns 7 
Believe a Formal Struc¬ 
ture would strengthen 
the parent advisory 
component of the 
Title I Program 5 
Believe a Formal Struc¬ 
ture would serve as 
a model for school 
and district Parent 
Advisory Councils 4 
77.77 24 100.00 
55.55 20 83.33 
44.44 2 8.33 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence, the total number and percentage of responses ex¬ 
ceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Nine Coordinators responded. 
***Twenty-four Parent Advocates responded. 
All Coordinators and members of Formal Struc¬ 
tures were asked: "Are you aware of the practices of Title 
I State Parent Advisory Councils in other states?" 
Parent Advisory Council Advocates were asked: "Are 
you aware of the practices of Title I State Parent 
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TABLE 6 
VIEWS OF COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL 
STRUCTURE WHO FEEL THAT A FORMAL STRUCTURE WOULD 
NOT BE USEFUL TO TITLE I PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATORS 
Responses * Coodinators ** 
Number Percent 
Formation of Formal Structures 
would be too time consuming 6 40.00 
No funds are available for For¬ 
mal Structures 8 53.33 
Formal Structures would be an un¬ 
necessary additional adminis¬ 
trative layer 8 53.33 
There is no role for a Formal 
Structure at the state level 6 40.00 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence, the total number and percentage of responses exceed 
the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Fifteen Coordinators responded. 
Advisory Councils in any of the states?" Table 7 shows 
the responses of the four groups. 
Seventeen (73.91 percent) of the Coordinators 
in states without a Formal Structure were aware of the 
practices of these bodies in other states, and six (26.08 
percent) were unaware. Four (44.44 percent) of the Co¬ 
ordinators in states with a Formal Structure, were aware 
of these practices, and five Coordinators (55.55 percent) were 
unaware. Of the Formal Structure members, twenty-nine 
(50.87 percent) were aware, and twenty-eight (49.12 per¬ 
cent) were unaware of the practices of Formal Structures 
in other states. 
TABLE 7 
AWARENESS OF FORMAL STRUCTURE PRACTICES IN STATES OTHER THAN THEIR OWN—AS 
INDICATED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, 
COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, AND 





























Aware 17 73.91 4 44.44 29 50.87 50 56.17 
Unaware 6 26.08 5 55.55 28 49.12 39 43.82 
Total 23 100.00 9 100.00 57 100.00 89 100.00 
Parent Advocate awareness of Formal Structures in any of the states 
Aware 23 88.46 
Unaware 3 11.53 
Total 26 100.00 
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Among the three groups with the greatest actual or 
potential involvement with Formal Structures--Coordinators 
in states with a Formal Structure, Coordinators in states 
without a Formal Structure, and members of Formal Struc¬ 
tures, members of the latter two groups were more aware 
of the practices of these bodies in other states. 
The vast majority of the Parent Advocates, twenty- 
three people (88.46 percent), were aware of the practices 
of Formal Structures in some states, and only three (11.53 
percent) of the Advocates were unaware of these practices. 
Predictions relative to future establishment of 
Formal Structures. Coordinators in states without a 
Formal Structure were asked the question: "Do you feel 
that within the next three years a State Parent Ad¬ 
visory Council/Committee will be established in your 
state, even if the Title I legislation does not explicitly 
encourage or mandate the establishment of such Councils 
or Committees?" 
As table 8 reflects, seven (30.43 percent) of 
the Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure 
anticipated the .formation of a State Parent Advisory 
Counci], within the next three years, and sixteen (69.57 
percent) did not predict formation of these bodies. 
Research question 2 
"What is the nature and functioning of these 
Formal Structures for parent involvement at the state 
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TABLE 8 
PREDICTIONS OF COORDINATORS RELATIVE TO FORMATION 
OF A FORMAL STRUCTURE WITHIN THE NEXT THREE 
YEARS, EVEN IF SUCH FORMATION IS NOT 
FEDERALLY MANDATED 
Responses Number Percent 




Believe a Formal 
not be formed 
Structure will 
16 69.57 
Total 23 100.00 
level?" (See appendix I for comments relating to 
this section.) 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
were asked a series of questions relating to the current 
organization of existing Formal Structures, and Formal 
Structure members were asked a series of questions 
that provided an overview of characteristics of members of 
these bodies. Both groups were asked three of the same 
questions relating to the organization of their respec¬ 
tive councils. 
Although the researcher confirmed the existence 
of twelve Formal Structures, only nine of these bodies 
were reported on questionnaires that were completed 
as requested. Hence, only nine will be reflected 
in this part of the analysis. 
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Length of existence of Formal Structures. Co¬ 
ordinators were asked the question: "How long has a 
State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee ex¬ 
isted in your state?" 
As shown in table 9, existing Formal Struc¬ 
tures had been formed in a majority (66 percent) of 
the states with these bodies, for one to three years, 
and for five to seven years in one-third of the states 
with these bodies. 
LENGTH OF 
TABLE 9 
EXISTENCE OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Years Number* Percent 
1-3 6 6 6.66 
r~ l 
in 3 33.33 
Total 9 100.00 
*x = 3.33 years. 
Authority for establishing existing Formal 
Structures. Coordinators were asked the question: "By 
what authority was the Council formed?" 
The authority for five Formal Structures 
(55.55 percent) emanated from an administrative deci¬ 
sion of the State Title I Coordinator. In two of the 
states (22.22 percent) an administrative decision of 
the Chief State School Officer (State Superintendent 
of Schools) authorized formation of the Formal 
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Structure. The remaining two Coordinators commented 
that the Formal Structures in their states were author¬ 
ized by an administrative decision of both the Title I 
Coordinator and the Chief State School Officer (see 
appendix J). No state had enacted state legislation 
which authorized formation of such a council (see 
table 10). 
TABLE 10 
AUTHORITY FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF EXISTING 
FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Response Number Percent 





Administrative decision of 
Chief State School Officer 2 28.57 
Administrative decision of 
State Title I Coordinator 5 71.42 
Total 7 100.00 
Composition of membership. Coordinators were 
asked the question: "What is the composition of the 
membership of the Council/Committee?" Table 11 shows 
their responses. The vast majority of existing Formal 
Structures had parents in the majority membership. 
One Coordinator commented that the council membership 
was comprised of parents and citizens elected by Dis¬ 
trict PAC members, and the remaining Coordinator com¬ 
mented that the Council consisted of all persons in the 
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TABLE 11 
COMPOSITION OF MEMBERSHIP OF EXISTING FORMAL 
STRUCTURES, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS 
IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE 
Composition of Membership* Coordinators * * 
Number Percent 
All parents of present or former 
Title I children 2 28.57 
Majority parents of present or former 
Title I children, with state or local 
personnel serving as consultants 2 28.57 
Majority parents of present or 
former Title I children, with 
educators, administrators, and 
representatives of local com¬ 
munity groups 3 42.85 
Parent representatives from the 
regular Title I, migrant, ne¬ 
glected or delinquent, handi¬ 
capped, and nonpublic school 
programs 2 28.57 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence, the total number and percentage of responses will 
exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Seven Coordinators responded. 
state who are members of local Parent Advisory Councils 
(see appendix J). 
Coordinators who are Formal Structure members. 
Two Coordinators (22 percent) responded affirmatively 
and seven Coordinators (77 percent) responded nega¬ 
tively to the question: "Are you a member of the Council/ 
Committee?" Only one of the two Coordinators who were 
Formal Structure members was a voting member of that body. 
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Cost of funding activities of Formal Struc¬ 
tures . Coordinators were asked the question: "What is 
the estimated annual cost of funding the Council/ 
Committee activities?" 
As table 12 reflects, one-third of the Co¬ 
ordinators estimated that the cost was less than $2,000. 
Four Coordinators estimated the cost as $2,000-$5,000. One Coordi¬ 
nator estimated the cost as $5,000-$10,000, and another one placed 
the cost of funding Formal Structure activities at $10,000-$15,000. 
TABLE 12 
COORDINATORS’ ESTIMATES OF COST OF FUNDING 
FORMAL STRUCTURE ACTIVITIES 
Cost Number* Percent 
Less than $2,000 3 33.33 
$2,000-$5,000 4 44.44 
$5,000-$10,000 1 11.11 
$10,000-$15,000 1 11.11 
Total 9 100.00 
*x = $4,133 
Number of years as a Formal Structure member. 
Members of Formal Structures were asked: "How long have 
you been a member of a State Title I Advisory Council 
or Committee?" 
Table 13 shows the various periods of time that 
members had been on a Formal Structure. The average 
number of years of membership on these bodies was 2.03. 
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TABLE 13 
RESPONDING FORMAL STRUCTURE MEMBERS' 
TENURE ON EXISTING COUNCILS 
Years Number* Percent 
«—i ! 
O
 4 7.14 
1-2 28 50.00 
2-3 14 25.00 
3-4 10 17.85 
Total 56 100.00 
*x = 2.03 years 
Formal Structure officers. Thirteen Formal 
Structure members responded to the question: "If you 
hold an office on the State Title I Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee, what is it?" 
Six of the responding Formal Structure members 
held the office of Chairman or President, and four held 
the office of Vice-Chairman or Vice-President. Three 
of the members held the office of Secretary (see table 
14) . 
TABLE 14 
FORMAL STRUCTURE MEMBERS WHO ARE OFFICERS 
Nature of Office Number 
Chairman or President 6 




Parents of present or former Title I children. As 
table 15 denotes, the vast majority (73.68 percent) of 
the Formal Structure members responded affirmatively to 
the question: "Are you the parent of a child who is now 
receiving Title I services, or who has received Title I 
services in the past?" 
TAELE 15 
STATUS OF FORMAL STRUCTURE MEMBERS RELATIVE TO 
BEING THE PARINTS OF A CHILD WHO IS NOW 
RECEIVING TITLE I SERVICES OR WHO HAS 
RECEIVED TITLE I SERVICES IN THE PAST 
Responses Number Percent 
Parents 42 73.68 
Nonparents 15 26.31 
Total 57 100.00 
Occupations of Formal Structure members. 
Table 16 reflects fifty-five responding Formal Struc¬ 
ture members' responses to the question: "What is your 
present occupation?" The single largest occupational 
category that Formal Structure members fit into ap¬ 
peared to be lay and professional employees of state or 
local government. 
Fifty-eight Formal Structure members (98.30 
percent) responded to the question: "Do you feel that 
a State Title I Parent Advisory Council should exist?" 
Fifty-one (88 percent) of the fifty-eight responded 




OCCUPATIONS OF MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Occupation Number Percent 
State or local government employee 14 25.45 
Housewife 14 25.45 
Employee in private organization 8 14.54 
Community aide* 3 5.45 
Clerical worker 3 5.45 
Parent aide* 2 3.63 
Health aide* 1 1.81 
Teacher* 1 1.81 
Student 1 1.81 
School board member 1 1.81 
Housewife and student 1 1.81 
Domestic worker 1 1.81 
Laboratory technician 1 1.81 
Business analyst 1 1.81 
Truck driver 1 1.81 
Farmer 1 1.81 
Retired 1 1.81 
Total 55 100.00 
*Possible state or local government employee. 
Responses of Coordinators and 
Formal Structure members to 
the same question 
Although Coordinators in states with a Formal Struc¬ 
ture provided most of the data relating to the organization 
of existing Formal Structures, both groups were asked three 
of the same questions relating to this area. 
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Length of members1 terms. One of the questions 
responded to by both groups was: "How long is a Council/ 
Committee member's term?" Table 17 reflects the responses 
of both groups. 
TABLE 17 
LENGTH OF MEMBERS’ TERMS ON FORMAL STRUCTURES 




Number Percent Number Percent 
1 2 25.00 8 22.22 
2 3 37.50 13 36.11 
3 3 37.50 15 41.66 
Total 8 100.00 36 100.00 
*x = 1.06 
**x - 1.09 
The average number of years given by Coordinators was 
1.06, and an average number of years of 1.09 was given by 
members of Formal Structures. 
Title I components represented on existing Formal 
Structures. The two groups were asked: "What components of 
the Title I Program are represented on the Council/Committee?" 
All nine of the Coordinators in states with a Formal 
Structure responded that the Title I regular program was 
represented on the Council, two Coordinators responded that 
the program for neglected or delinquent children was 
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represented on the Council, two Coordinators responded 
that the program for migrant children was represented, 
and five Coordinators responded that the program 
for nonpublic school children was represented. One Co¬ 
ordinator responded that the program for handicapped chil¬ 
dren was represented on the Formal Structure. 
Fifty-eight Formal Structure members responded 
that the Title I regular program was represented on the 
body, and seventeen members responded that the program 
for neglected or delinquent children was represented. 
Twenty-four members responded that the program for migrant 
children was represented on the Formal Structure, twenty- 
seven members indicated that the program for nonpublic 
school children was represented, and eight members re¬ 
sponded that the program for handicapped children was 
represented (see table 18) . 
Funding source for existing Formal Structures. 
Members of both groups were asked to respond to the ques¬ 
tion: "How are Council/Committee activities funded?" 
As table 19 reflects, the primary source of fund¬ 
ing, as reflected in the responses of Coordinators was 
local program funds, followed by state administrative 
funds or a combination of funds from both sources. The 
primary source of funding as provided by Formal Structure 
members was a combination of state administrative funds 




COMPONENTS OF THE TITLE I PROGRAM REPRESENTED ON 
FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS 
IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE AND BY 
MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 














Title I regular pro¬ 
gram 9 100.00 58 98.30 
Program for neglected 
or delinquent chil¬ 
dren 2 22.22 17 28.81 
Program for migrant 
children 2 22.22 24 40.67 
Program for nonpublic 
school children 5 55.55 27 45.76 
Program for handi¬ 
capped children 1 11.11 8 13.55 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence, the total number and percentage of responses will 
exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Nine Coordinators responded. 
***Fifty-nine Formal Structure members responded. 
Goals of existing Formal Structures. Coordi¬ 
nators in states with a Formal Structure and members of 
Formal Structures were asked: "What is the intention, 
the goal(s) or the purpose(s) of the Council/Committee?" 
Table 20 reflects their answers. 
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TABLE 19 
SOURCE OF FUNDING OF EXISTING FORMAL STRUCTURE 
ACTIVITIES, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN 
STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE AND BY 
MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 











Local program funds 4 44.44 16 34.78 
Parents, through dues 
or other fund-raising 
activities _____ 1 2.17 
State administrative 
funds 2 22.22 7 15.21 
State administrative 
funds and local pro¬ 
gram funds 2 22.22 18 39.13 
Local program funds and 
parents, through dues 
or other fund-raising 
activities 1 11.11 4 8.69 
Total 9 100.00 46 100.00 
The primary goal of existing Formal Structures, 
as reflected in the responses of Coordinators and Formal 
Structure members, was to improve relationships between 
parents and state and local educational agency adminis¬ 
trators. A majority of the Formal Structure members re¬ 
sponded to the two additional goals on the questionnaire. 
Responsibilities of existing Formal Structures. 
Coordinators and Formal Structure members were asked to 
respond to the question: "What are the responsibilities of 
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TABLE 20 
GOALS OF EXISTING FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS 
VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE AND BY 
MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 











To serve as a link be¬ 
tween State Title I 
officials and local 
Title I Parents 4 44.44 36 62.06 
To provide an advocate 
for parents at the 
state level of Title I 
administration 2 22.22 43 74.13 
To improve relationships 
between parents and 
state and local educa¬ 
tional agency ad¬ 
ministrators 6 66.66 44 75.86 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence the total number and percentage of responses will 
exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Nine Coordinators responded. 
***Fifty-eight Formal Structure members responded. 
the Council/Committee?" Table 21 lists the responsi¬ 
bilities of existing Formal Structures as viewed by both 
groups. 
A majority of the members of Formal Structures 
responded to all seven of the responsibilities on the 
questionnaire. A majority of the Coordinators responded 
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TABLE 21 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF EXISTING FORMAL STRUCTURES AS 
VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL 














Assist in disseminating 
Title I materials to 
local parents 7 77.77 46 77.96 
Participate in developing 
state guidelines re¬ 
lating to parent in¬ 
volvement 8 88.88 49 83.05 
Advise state educational 
agency on planning, 
evaluating, and operating 
local Title I projects 6 66.66 41 69.49 
Conduct parent training 
workshops 6 6 6.66 46 77.96 
Accompany state educational 
agency administrators on 
monitoring and technical 
assistance visits to 
local educational agencies 5 55.55 30 50.84 
Assist state in coordinating 
district and school Parent 
Advisory Council ac¬ 
tivities 3 33.33 37 62.71 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence the total number and percentage of responses will 
exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Nine Coordinators responded. 
***Fifty-nine Formal Structure members responded. 
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to six of the seven responsibilities. In contrast with 
the members, only one-third of the Coordinators viewed 
assisting the state in coordinating school and district 
Parent Advisory Council activities as a responsibility. 
Research question 3 
"What is the appraisal of parent involvement at 
this level, as viewed by State Title I Coordinators in 
states where Formal Structures currently exist and by 
citizens, including parents, who are currently members of 
such Formal Structures?" (See appendix J for comments re¬ 
lating to this section.) Coordinators and Formal Struc¬ 
ture members responded to four questions which elicited 
their beliefs relating to: (1) achievement of the goals or 
purposes of existing Formal Structures, (2) strengths 
of these bodies, (3) weaknesses of existing Formal Struc¬ 
tures, and (4) changes they would like to see on Formal 
Structures. 
Achievement of goals of existing Formal Struc¬ 
tures . Having earlier responded to the question: "What 
is the intention, the goal(s) or the purpose(s) of the 
Council/Committee?" both groups were asked: "Which of 
these goals were met or unmet?" Table 22 presents 
their views. 
A majority of the members of both groups be¬ 
lieved that the three goals listed in the questionnaire 
were achieved. 
TABLE 22 
ACHIEVEMENT OF GOALS OF EXISTING FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN 
STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE AND BY MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
MEMBERS OF 






Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
Linkage between local 
parents and state-level 
Title I officials was 
achieved 8 100.00   41 80.39 7 13.72 
Parents were given a voice 
at the state level 6 75.00   — 40 78.43 7 13.72 
Relationships between parents 
and state and local edu¬ 
cational agency personnel 
were improved 8 100.00   39 76.47 8 15.68 
*An option was provided for more than one response; hence, the total number and 
percentage of responses will exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Eight Coordinators responded. 
***Fifty-one Formal Structure members responded. 
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Strengths of existing Formal Structures. Table 
23 shows the responses of members of the two groups to 
the question: "What do you feel are the strengths of the 
Council/Committee?" 
A majority of the members of both groups believed 
that all of the strengths posed on the questionnaire were 
achieved. The major strength responded to by both groups 
was that the Formal Structure had made parents more sensi¬ 
tive to Title I administrators' concerns. 
Weaknesses of existing Formal Structures. Table 
24 shows the responses of Coordinators and members of 
Formal Structures to the question: "What do you feel are 
the weaknesses of the Council/Committee?" 
Members of neither of these two groups believed 
in the majority that the weaknesses posed in the question¬ 
naire existed in the Formal Structure in their states. 
The predominant response of members of both groups 
(nearly one-half of the Coordinators and one-quarter 
of the members) was that lack of funds to support For¬ 
mal Structure activities was a weakness. 
Desired changes on existing Formal Structures. 
Both groups were requested to respond to the question: 
"What changes, if any, would you like to see on the 
State Parent Advisory Council or Committee?" Responses 
are listed on table 25. 
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TABLE 23 
STRENGTHS OF EXISTING FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS VIEWED BY 
COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE 















Formal Structure is well 
organized and has 
clearly written objec¬ 
tives 6 75.00 34 66.66 
Formal Structure mem¬ 
bers are very knowl¬ 
edgeable about the 
Title I law and regu¬ 
lations 6 75.00 38 74.50 
State officials are now 
more sensitive to 
local parent and com¬ 
munity concerns 6 75.00 38 74.50 
Formal Structure has 
made parents more 
sensitive to Title 
I administrators' con¬ 
cerns 7 87.50 39 76.47 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence, the total number and percentage of responses will 
exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Eight Coordinators responded. 
***Fifty-one Formal Structure members responded. 
The predominant change desired by Coordinators 
and members was associated -with the level of funding 
for Formal Structure activities. A majority of the 
members also desired more parents on their Formal 
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TABLE 24 
WEAKNESSES OF FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS 
VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE AND BY 

















work schedule 1 12.50 14 28.57 
Weak organizational 
structure^- 2 25.00 — — 
Council lacks policy¬ 
making power^ — — 21 42.85 
Increases the number 
of administrative 
layers involved in 
planning, operating, 
and evaluating Title 
I Programs 1 12.50 14 28.57 
Diverts money intended 
for Title I Program 
services 1 12.50 9 18.36 
Lack of funds to sup¬ 
port Formal Struc¬ 
ture activities 4 50.00 13 26.53 
*An option was provided for more than one response; 
hence the total number and percentage of responses will 
exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Eight Coordinators responded. 
***Forty-nine Formal Structure members responded. 
^This item was not asked Formal Structure members. 
2 
This item was not asked Coordinators. 
TABLE 25 
DESIRED CHANGES ON FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH 
A FORMAL STRUCTURE AND BY MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Desired Changes* 
Coordinators** with 
Formal Structures Members of Formal Structures*** 
More Less No Change More Less No Charge 
Nunv Per- Num- Per- Num - Per- Num' Per- Num- Per- Num- - Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
Funds for activities 5 55.55     4 44.44 34 59.64 2 3.50 19 33.33 
Parents on the Formal 
Structure — —     9 100.00 30 52.63     26 46.61 
State officials on the 
Formal Structure 
Decision-making power for 
parents on the Formal 
9 100.00 13 22.80 41 71.92 
Structure 1 11.11     8 88.88 26 45.61     18 31.57 
Cooperation from state 
or local officials 3 33.33     6 66.66 30 52.63     21 36.84 
* An option was provided for more than one response; hence, the total number and percentage of 
responses will exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Nine Coordinators responded. 
***Fifty-seven members of Formal Structures responded. 
97 
Structure and more cooperation from state or local officials 
in matters that are important to the Council. 
Research question 4 
"What is the opinion of all State Title I Co¬ 
ordinators, a representative sample of Parent Advocates, 
and selected members of State Title I Advisory Councils 
regarding the issue of mandating parent involvement in the 
Title I Program at the state level of program adminis¬ 
tration?" (See appendix K for comments relating to this 
section.) 
Opinions relating to mandating Formal Structures. 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure, Co¬ 
ordinators in states with a Formal Structure, Parent 
Advocates, and Formal Structure members were asked: 
"Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be 
amended to mandate parent involvement through the es¬ 
tablishment of a State Parent Advisory Council or Com¬ 
mittee?" Table 26 provides the responses of the four 
groups. 
The overwhelming majority of Parent Advocates 
and Formal Structure members and slightly less than 
half of the Coordinators in states without a Formal 
Structure were in favor of mandating these bodies. The 
vast majority of Coordinators in states with no Formal 
Structure were not in favor of such a mandate. 
TABLE 26 
RESPONSES ASSOCIATED WITH MANDATING FORMAL STRUCTURES, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, 
PARENT ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Response 
Coordinators Coordinators 
Without For- With Formal 





Structures All Groups 
Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
Favorable 2 9.09 4 44.44 22 91.66 49 85.96 77 68.75 
Unfavorable 20 90.90 5 55.55 2 8.33 8 14.03 35 31.25 
Total 22 100.00 9 100.00 24 100.00 57 100.00 112 100.00 
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Research question 5 
"What are the views of all State Title I Coordi¬ 
nators, a representative sample of Parent Advocates, and 
selected members of Formal Structures concerning the na¬ 
ture, structure, and functioning of State Title I Parent 
Advisory Councils if they are mandated?" (See appendix 
L for comments on this section.) 
The four populations sampled responded to ten 
questions relating to their views concerning the follow¬ 
ing parameters of mandated Formal Structures: (1) pro¬ 
posed goals or purposes, (2) proposed responsibilities, 
(3) proposed composition of membership, (4) proposed 
acquisition of membership, (5) proposed officers, 
(6) proposed terms of members, (7) proposed terms of 
officers, (8) proposed number of members, (9) proposed 
source of funding, and (10) proposed frequency of meetings. 
Proposed goals or purposes. Coordinators in 
states without a Formal Structure, Coordinators in 
states with a Formal Structure, Parent Advocates, and 
members of Formal Structures were asked: "If an amend¬ 
ment to Title I mandates State Title I Parent Advisory 
Councils or Committees, what do you feel should be the 
intent, goal(s) or purpose(s) of these councils/com¬ 
mittees?" Table 27 provides the responses of the three 
groups to this question. 
TABLE 27 
PROPOSED GOALS OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN 
STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL 
STRUCTURE, PARENT ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Proposed Goals* 



























To monitor state educational agency 
activities relating to Title I 3 12.50 2 22.22 15 57.59 24 40.67 
To provide a linkage between the 
state and parents at the local edu¬ 
cational agency level 15 62.50 7 77.77 22 84.61 50 84.74 
To provide an advocate for parents at 
the state level of Title I adminis¬ 
tration 9 37.50 4 44.44 20 76.92 47 79.66 
To improve relationships between local 
parents and state and local offi¬ 
cials of the Title I Program1 15 62.50 — — —       
*An option was provided for more than one response; hence, the total number and percentage of re¬ 
sponses will exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Twenty-four Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure responded. 
***Nine Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure responded. 
Twenty-six Parent Advocates responded. 
## 
Fifty-nine Formal Structure members responded. 






A majority of the members of each of the four 
groups responded to the goal of providing a linkage be¬ 
tween the state and parents at the local educational 
agency level. A majority of the Coordinators in states 
with no Formal Structure believed that the major goal 
of existing Formal Structures, improving relationships 
between local parents and state and local Title I of¬ 
ficials (see table 20), should be a goal of a mandated 
Formal Structure. 
Proposed responsibilities. Table 28 reflects 
the responses of the four groups to the question: "What 
do you feel should be the responsibilities or duties of 
a mandated or required State Title I Parent Advisory 
Council?" 
A majority of the Parent Advocates and nearly 
half of the members of Formal Structures responded, 
to all of the proposed responsibilities. 
A majority of the members of each of the four 
groups responded to two of the proposed responsibilities. 
Disseminating information to local school district Parent 
Advisory Councils was the responsibility receiving the 
largest number of selections, followed by assisting the 
state in coordinating district and school level Parent 
Advisory Councils. 
Proposed composition of membership. Table 29 re¬ 
flects responses of the four groups to the question: 
TABLE 28 
PROPOSED RESPONSIBILITIES OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, 













Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num' Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
Advise state on planning, operating, 
and evaluating Title I Programs 1 34.78 7 77.77 14 56.00 39 66.10 
Participate in decision making relat¬ 
ing to state policies concerning the 
Title I Program 6 26.08 3 33.33 24 96.00 34 57.62 
Disseminate information to local school 
district Parent Advisory Councils 19 82.60 7 77.77 22 88.00 44 74.57 
Conduct parent training workshops 11 47.82 8 88.88 20 80.00 45 76.27 
Accompany SEA officials during moni¬ 
toring and technical assistance 
visits to local educational agencies 4 17.39 5 55.55 13 52.00 29 49.15 
Assist state in coordinating district 
and school Parent Advisory Councils 12 52.17 6 66.66 16 64.00 37 62.71 
*An option was provided for more than one response; hence, the total number and percentage of re¬ 
sponses will exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Twenty-three Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure responded. 
***Nine Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure responded. 
# 
Twenty-five Parent Advocates responded. 
## 






PROPOSED COMPOSITION OF MEMBERSHIP OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN 
STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUC¬ 
TURE, PARENT ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Coordinators ** Coordinators *** Members of 
Proposed Composition * Without With Parent Formal 
of Membership Structures Structures Advocates # Structures ## 
Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent her cent ber cent ber cent 
All parents of present or former 
Title I children 
Majority parents of present or 
former Title I children with state 
or local personnel serving as con¬ 
sultants 
Majority parents of present or former 
Title I children with educators, ad¬ 
ministrators, and representatives 
of local community groups 
Parent representatives from the regu¬ 
lar Title I, migrant, neglected or 
delinquent, handicapped and non¬ 





1 12.50 4 15.38 3 5.26 
5 62.50 11 42.30 24 42.10 
3 37.50 11 42.30 20 35.08 
1 12.50 2 7.69 17 29.82 
*An option was provided for more than one response; hence, the total number and percentage of re¬ 
sponses will exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Twenty-four Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure responded. 
***Eight Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure responded. 
#Twenty-six Parent Advocates responded. 






"What do you feel should be the composition of the 
membership of these councils/committees, if they are 
mandated at the state level?" 
The most frequently selected composition of 
membership consisted of a majority of parents of present 
or former Title I children, with state or local level 
personnel serving as consultants. This was followed 
closely by a composition of membership consisting of a 
majority of parents of present or former Title I chil¬ 
dren, with educators, administrators, and members of 
local community groups. 
Proposed acquisition of membership. Table 30 
delineates the responses of the four groups to the ques¬ 
tion: "How should one acquire membership on a mandated 
State Title I Parent Advisory Council?" 
Local election by parents of children partici¬ 
pating in the Title I Program (Title I parents) was the 
most popular proposed method of attaining membership on 
a mandated Formal Structure. 
Proposed officers. The four groups were reques¬ 
ted to respond to the Question: "What officers should 
the mandated State Parent Advisory Council have?" Their 
opinions are reflected in table 31. 
A majority of the members of all groups selected 
the Office of President or Chairman, Vice-President or 
TABLE 30 
PROPOSED METHOD OF ATTAINING MEMBERSHIP ON A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY 
COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, PARENT ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF 
FORMAL STRUCTURES 
































Local election by Title I 
parents 6 33.33 4 66.66 17 68.00 32 68.08 59 60.41 
Local selection by Title 
I parents 4 22.22 1 16.66 5 20.00 10 21.27 20 20.83 
Selection by state or 
local Title I adminis¬ 
trators 6 33.33      2 8.00 3 6.38 11 11.45 
Appointment by Chief 
State School Officer 2 11.11 1 16.66 1 4.00 2 4.25 6 6.25 






PROPOSED OFFICERS OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS 
IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, PARENT ADVOCATES, AND 
MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
Proposed 
Officers * 
Coordinators** Coordinators*** Formal 
Without With Parent Structure 


















Chairman 19 86.36 9 100.00 24 96.00 59 100.00 
Vice-President or 
Vice-Chairman 17 77.27 9 100.00 23 92.00 38 64.00 
Secretary 18 81.31 9 100.00 23 92.00 55 93.22 
Treasurer 12 54.54 3 33.33 14 56.00 29 49.15 
*An option was provided for more than one response; hence, the total number and 
percentage of responses will exceed the number of respondents and 100 percent. 
**Twenty-two Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure responded. 
***Nine Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure responded. 
#Twenty-five Parent Advocates responded. 






Vice-Chairman, and Secretary. A majority of the Coordi¬ 
nators in states without a Formal Structure, Parent Ad¬ 
vocates, and nearly half of the Formal Structure 
members proposed the office of Treasurer. 
Proposed terms of members and officers. Table 
32 reflects proposed terms of members and officers on 
a mandated Formal Structure as viewed by the four popu¬ 
lations sampled. 
Terms of members. The question: "How long a 
term should Council/Committee members have?" drew an 
almost evenly divided response for two- and three-year 
terms. 
Terms of officers. The question asked was: 
"How long a term should Council/Committee officer(s) 
have?" and drew responses from members of the four 
groups. The largest number of responses was two-year terms. 
Proposed number of members. The four groups 
were asked: "How many individuals should comprise the 
membership of these State Parent Advisory Councils, if 
such councils are mandated?" (see table 33). The most 
popular response was sixteen to twenty members. Another 
strong opinion was that two members from each school 
district, a member and an alternate, should be on a 
mandated Formal Structure. 
TABLE 32 
PROPOSED TERMS OF MEMBERS AND OFFICERS OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED 
BY COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES 
WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, PARENT ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF 
FORMAL STRUCTURES 

































One 1 5.76 — — 1 4.16 2 3.92 4 3.92 
Two 8 42.10 5 62.50 10 41.66 27 52.94 50 49.01 
Three 10 52.63 3 37.50 13 54.16 22 43.13 48 47.05 
Total 19 100.00 8 100.00 24 100.00 51 100.00 102 100.00 
Terms of Officers 
One 8 38.09 2 22.22 6 25.00 14 25.00 41 33.88 
Two 6 28.57 5 55.55 15 62.50 27 48.21 53 43.80 
Three 7 33.33 2 22.22 3 2.50 15 26.78 27 22.31 






PROPOSED NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS COMPRISING THE MEMBERSHIP OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, 
AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, 
COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL STRUCTURE, PARENT 
ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 
































1-5 3 15.78 — — — — 1 1.75 4 3.92 
6-10 12 63.15 1 14.28 — — 4 7.01 17 16.66 
11 - 15 3 15.78 — — 2 10.00 6 10.52 10 9.80 
16 - 20 — — 5 71.42 10 50.00 17 29.82 32 31.37 
1 per school district 1 5.26 — — 3 15.00 9 15.78 13 12.74 
2 per school district 
(a member and an 
alternate)     1 14.28 5 25.00 20 35.08 26 25.49 






Proposed source of funding. Table 34 presents 
the responses of the four groups to the question: "In 
your opinion, how should activities of a mandated State 
Parent Advisory Council be funded?" 
State administrative funds were the most fre¬ 
quently proposed source of funding for the four groups. 
Proposed frequency of meetings. The four 
groups were asked the question: "In your opinion how 
often should a mandated State Parent Advisory Council 
conduct meetings?" Table 35 reflects responses to 
this question. 
The majority of the members of all four groups 
responded that meetings should be conducted four times 
yearly. 
Summary of Analysis of the Data 
Existence and Awareness of Formal Structures 
Existing Formal Structures 
Twelve states had Formal Structures for parent 
involvement at the state level of Title I administration. 
Data were obtained and analyzed from questionnaires 
received from State Title I Coordinators in the fol¬ 
lowing states: (1) Arkansas, (2) Florida, (3) Massa¬ 
chusetts, (4) Missouri, (5) New Jersey, (6) Oregon, 
(7) Utah, (8) Wisconsin, and (9) Indiana. 
TABLE 34 
PROPOSED SOURCE OF FUNDING ACTIVITIES OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS 
IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL 

































Local program funds 4 28.57 — — 5 22.72 7 14.00 16 17.39 
Parents 3 21.42 — — — — 2 4.00 5 5.43 
State administration funds 7 50.00 6 J00.00 17 77.27 41 82.00 71 77.17 






PROPOSED FREQUENCY OF MEETINGS OF A MANDATED FORMAL STRUCTURE, AS VIEWED BY COORDINATORS 
IN STATES WITHOUT A FORMAL STRUCTURE, COORDINATORS IN STATES WITH A FORMAL 
STRUCTURE, PARENT ADVOCATES, AND MEMBERS OF FORMAL STRUCTURES 












Structures All Groups 
Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- 
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
One time yearly 2 11.11 — — — — 1 2.04 3 3.84 
Twice yearly 3 16.66 1 12.50 2 13.33 12 24.48 6 7.69 
Four times yearly 13 72.22 7 87.50 13 86.66 36 73.46 69 88.46 






The researcher determined through telephone 
follow-up calls to nonresponding states and through data 
which were received too late to analyze that a Formal 
Structure existed in the states of: (1) Connecticut, 
(2) Washington, and (3) Maryland. 
Projected number of Formal Structures 
Seven of the twenty-five Coordinators in states 
without a Formal Structure predicted that a Formal 
Structure will be formed in their states within the 
next three years whether or not the Title I legislation 
mandates such formation. Nine of these Coordinators 
felt that a Formal Structure would be useful to them 
in administration of the Program. 
Awareness of Formal Structure practices 
A large majority of the Coordinators in states 
without a Formal Structure (73.91 percent) were aware 
of the practices of these bodies in other states. Less 
than half of the Coordinators in states with a Formal 
Structure (44.44 percent) were aware of the practices 
of these Councils in states other than their own, and 
slightly more than one-half of the members of Formal 
Structures (50.87 percent) were aware of the practices 
of their counterparts in other states. A large majority 
of Parent Advocates (88.46 percent) were aware of Formal 
Structure practices in at least one state. 
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Nature and Functioning of Existing 
Formal Structures 
Organization of Formal 
Structures as related 
by Coordinators 
Existing Formal Structures had been established 
for a mean of three years. The majority of these bodies 
were authorized by an administrative decision of the 
State Title I Coordinator. Coordinators were members 
of three of these bodies, and one Coordinator had voting 
privileges on a Formal Structure. 
The estimated mean level of funding Formal Struc¬ 
ture activities was $4,133 annually. The most frequently 
mentioned sources of funding were local program funds, 
state administrative funds, and a combination of the two 
sources in that order. 
Characteristics of Formal 
Structure members 
The fifty-nine responding Formal Structure mem¬ 
bers had been on these Councils for an average of 2.21 
years. Thirteen of the members were officers, and a 
large majority of these members were parents of a child 
who was then receiving Title I services or who had re¬ 
ceived Title I services in the past. 
Most of the Formal Structure members wrote their 
current occupation on the questionnaire, which permitted 
their occupations to be categorized. The occupations 
which fell into the single largest category were those 
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of state or local government employees. The second 
largest category was housewife. 
Components of the Title I Pro¬ 
gram represented on Formal 
Structures 
The majority of the members of both groups indi¬ 
cated that the Title I regular program was represented 
on Formal Structures, with the second largest number of 
both groups selecting the program for nonpublic school 
children. A vast majority of the members of Formal 
Structures (91 percent) selected representation of com¬ 
ponents of the Title I Program that differed from those 
reported by their respective Coordinators. With the ex¬ 
ception of the Title I regular program, which was repre¬ 
sented on all of the Formal Structures, there was much 
variation in the components represented on the Formal 
Structures in each state. A state-by-state comparison 
of Coordinator and member responses revealed that the 
vast majority of the members were unaware of all of the 
components represented on the Structure in their states, 
as provided by the Coordinators. 
Goals of existing Formal Structures 
A majority of the members of both groups were in 
agreement concerning the primary goal of improving rela¬ 
tionships between parents and state and local educational 
agency administrators. However, a majority of the mem¬ 
bers of Formal Structures believed that additional goals 
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of these bodies were: (1) to provide an advocate for 
parents at the state level of Title I administration, 
and (2) to serve as a link between state level of¬ 
ficials and local Title I parents. 
Responsibilities of existing 
Forma] Structures 
A majority of the Coordinators and Formal Struc¬ 
ture members agreed that the primary responsibility of 
existing Formal Structures was to participate in develop¬ 
ing state guidelines relating to parent involvement. 
There was also majority agreement by members of the two 
groups that Formal Structure responsibilities included: 
(1) assisting in disseminating Title I materials to local 
parents, (2) advising the state educational agency in 
planning, evaluating, and operating local Title I pro¬ 
jects, (3) conducting parent training workshops, and 
(4) accompanying state educational agency administrators 
on monitoring and technical assistance visits to local 
educational agencies. 
A majority of the members and only one-third of 
the Coordinators viewed assisting the state in coordi¬ 
nating district and school Parent Advisory Council ac¬ 
tivities as a responsibility. 
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Appraisal of Existing Formal Structures 
Achievements of exist¬ 
ing Formal Structures 
A majority of the Coordinators and Formal Struc¬ 
ture members believed that relationships between parents 
and state and local educational agency personnel were im¬ 
proved. A majority of the members of both groups also 
viewed linkage between local parents and state-level 
Title I officials and establishment of a state-level ad¬ 
vocate for parents as achievements. 
Strengths of existing 
Formal Structures 
A majority of the members of both groups believed 
that: (1) Formal Structures were well organized and had 
clearly written objectives, (2) Formal Structure mem¬ 
bers were very knowledgeable about the Title I law and 
regulations, (3) parents were more sensitive to Title I 
administrators' concerns, and (4) an enhanced sensi¬ 
tivity to the concerns of parents and community members 
had been achieved by state officials. 
Weaknesses of existing 
Formal Structures 
None of the items in the question relating to 
weaknesses of existing Formal Structures elicited a ma¬ 
jority response from members of either group. Slightly 
less than half of the nine Coordinators (four) believed 
that a weakness of these Structures was lack of funds 
to support Formal Structure activities, and twenty-one 
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of the fifty-one responding Formal Structure members be¬ 
lieved that lack of policy-making power for Council mem¬ 
bers was a weakness. 
Desired changes on existing 
Formal Structures 
A majority of the members of both groups de¬ 
sired more funds for Formal Structure activities. The 
majority of the Coordinators did not desire any other 
changes in the Formal Structure in their states; however, 
the majority of the Formal Structure members desired changes, 
namely: (1) more parents on the Formal Structure, (2) more 
decision-making power for parents on the Formal Structure, 
and (3) more cooperation from state and local officials 
on matters that are important to Council members. 
A majority of the Coordinators and members did 
not desire any change in the number of state officials 
who were on Formal Structures. 
Opinions Associated with Mandating 
Formal Structures 
Views of all Coordinators and 
members of a Formal Structure 
Analysis of the responses of Coordinators in 
states with no Formal Structure, Coordinators in states 
with a Formal Structure, and members of a Formal Struc¬ 
ture, were made. A total of six Coordinators in both 
groups (19 percent) were in favor of such a mandate, and 
forty-nine Formal Structure members (86 percent) were in 
favor of mandating these bodies. 
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Views of Parent Advocates 
Twenty-two of the Parent Advocates (91 per¬ 
cent) were in favor of mandating Formal Structures. 
Proposed Nature, Structure, and Functioning of 
Mandated Formal Structures 
The views of all Coordinators, Parent Advocates, 
and members of Formal Structures were elicited concerning 
the nature, structure, and functioning of State Title I 
Parent Advisory Councils, if they are mandated. 
Proposed goals 
The majority of the Coordinators in states with 
a Formal Structure, Parent Advocates, and Formal Struc¬ 
ture members believed that a goal of these bodies 
should be to provide a linkage between the state and 
parents at the local educational agency level. A ma¬ 
jority of the Formal Structure members and slightly less 
than half of the nine Coordinators believed that a second 
goal should be to provide an advocate for parents at 
the state level of Title I administration. 
Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure 
were asked to respond to a question which included the 
goal options of existing Formal Structures. A majority 
of these administrators selected as a goal, serving 
as a link between state educational agency officials 
and local parents. They also viewed the primary 
goal of existing Formal Structures, the improvement of 
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relationships between parents and state and local of¬ 
ficials of the Title I Program, as a goal. 
Proposed responsibilities 
A majority of the Coordinators in states without 
a Formal Structure responded to two of the proposed re¬ 
sponsibilities on the State Title I Coordinator Question¬ 
naire. Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
responded in the majority to five responsibilities, and 
a majority of the Advocates responded to all six of the 
proposed responsibilities. A majority of the members 
of Formal Structures responded to five responsibilities. 
The two proposed responsibilities that were 
responded to by a majority of the members of the four 
groups were: (1) disseminating information to local 
school district Parent Advisory Councils, and (2) as¬ 
sisting the state in coordinating district and school 
level Parent Advisory Council activities. 
These were followed by the responsibilities of: 
(3) conducting parent training workshops, (4) advising 
the state on planning, operating, and evaluating Title 
I Programs, (5) accompanying state educational agency 
officials during monitoring and technical assistance 
visits to local educational agencies, and (6) partici¬ 
pating in decision making relating to state policies 




Local election by Title I parents was the pro¬ 
posed method of acquiring membership which was selected 
by a majority of the total respondents. 
Proposed officers 
A majority of the members of the four groups 
proposed that officers of a mandated Formal Structure 
should be: (1) President or Chairperson, (2) Vice-President 
or Vi ce-Chairperson, and (3) Secretary. A majority of the 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure, Parent 
Advocates, and nearly half of the Formal Structure mem¬ 
bers proposed the office of Treasurer. 
Proposed terms of mem¬ 
bers and officers 
Responses for the four groups were almost 
evenly divided for two- and three-year terms for members. 
The largest number of respondents selected two-year 
terms for officers. 
Proposed number of members 
The majority of the members of the four groups 
proposed that mandated Formal Structures should consist 
of sixteen to twenty members. 
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Proposed source of funding 
The proposed source of funding selected by the 
combined majority of members of the four groups was 
state administrative funds. 
Proposed frequency of meetings 
The majority of the members of the four groups 
believed that a mandated Formal Structure should meet 
four times yearly. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter presents a summary of the study, 
including the problem, the purpose of the study, the 
procedures used to conduct the study, the findings, the 
conclusions drawn, and the recommendations made based on 
the conclusions. The chapter also includes a model 
State Parent Advisory Council. 
The Summary 
The major objectives of the study were: (1) to 
make available a source of data about Formal Structures 
for parent involvement at the state level for state and 
local Title I administrators, citizens, especially par¬ 
ents of present or former recipients of Title I ser¬ 
vices, the United States Office of Education, congres¬ 
sional staff, state Title I administrators and others who 
are confronted with Title I State Parent Advisory Councils 
as an issue in reauthorization of the Title I Program; 
(2) to make available a source of data about Formal Struc¬ 
tures for parent involvement at the state level that 
might facilitate information sharing among state level 
administrators concerning the problems and benefits of 
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constituency representation at the state level of Title 
I administration; and (3) to provide information that 
might give some direction to new Title I legislation or 
subsequent amendments relating to the issue of mandating 
Formal Structures. 
The problem 
Current Title I legislation mandates Title I 
Parent Advisory Councils at the school and district 
levels only. However, nonmandated Formal Structures 
for the involvement of parents at the state level of 
Title I administration have emerged in some states, and 
yet, there appears to be no systematic or in-depth 
study providing data on the existing Structures that have 
emerged. 
This exploratory-descriptive study sought to 
obtain an assessment of these bodies from the membership 
of existing Formal Structures and from State Title I Co¬ 
ordinators in states where such bodies currently exist. 
The study also sought to give some direction to the future 
organizational structure and functioning of such groups 
through the development of a model State Title I Parent 
Advisory Council. 
The problem which was investigated was an assess¬ 
ment of existing Formal Structures, and the investigation 
was approached by seeking the answers to the following 
five research questions: 
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1. Which states currently have a Formal Structure for 
parent involvement at the state level of adminis¬ 
tration of the Title I Program, and how many states 
have projected the establishment of such structures 
within the next three years? 
2. What is the nature, structure, and functioning of 
these Formal Structures for parent involvement at 
the state level? 
3. What is the appraisal of parent involvement at this 
level, as viewed by the State Title I Coordinators 
in states where a Formal Structure currently exists, 
and by citizens, including parents, who are cur¬ 
rently members of such Formal Structures? 
4. What is the opinion of all State Title I Coordi¬ 
nators, a representative sample of Parent Advocates, 
and selected members of State Title I Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils, regarding the issue of mandating 
parent involvement in the Title I Program at the 
state level of Title I Program administration? 
5. What are the views of all State Title I Coordinators, 
a representative sample of Parent Advisory Council 
Advocates, and selected members of Formal Structures 
concerning the nature, structure, and functioning 




The descriptive research methodology was used 
to conduct an exploratory-descriptive study. The re¬ 
search procedure for obtaining the assessment of Title 
I State Parent Advisory Councils, as well as views re¬ 
lating to the nature, structure, and functioning of 
these Councils if they are mandated in new Title I legis 
lation or in subsequent amendments, was that of the 
questionnaire survey which was administered in the fall 
of 1977. Specifically: 
1. A two-part State Title I Coordinator Questionnaire 
was developed and implemented—one part for Coordi¬ 
nators in states without a Formal Structure for the 
involvement of parents at the state level of Title 
I Program administration, and the other part for Co¬ 
ordinators in states with such a structure. 
2. A Parental Involvement Questionnaire was developed 
for Parent Advisory Council Advocates (Parent Ad¬ 
vocates) whose views assisted the researcher in 
developing a model Formal Structure. 
3. A third instrument, a State Title I Parent Advisory 
Council Member Questionnaire, was developed for the 
Chairmen and a randomly selected membership of exist 
ing Formal Structures. The latter sample included 
all of the membership of a Structure whose member¬ 
ship was less than eleven. 
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Survey responses 
Of the fifty questionnaires mailed to State Title 
I Coordinators, forty-two (84 percent) were returned. 
Thirty-four (68 percent) of these questionnaires were 
correctly completed. The researcher was able to deter¬ 
mine from all returned questionnaires the existence or 
nonexistence of a Formal Structure within these states. 
Follow-up telephone calls were made to the eight non¬ 
responding State Title I Coordinators in order to deter¬ 
mine the existence or nonexistence of a State Parent 
Advisory Council for the Title I Program. 
Twenty-six persons (79 percent) completed and 
returned the Parental Involvement Questionnaire which 
had been mailed to thirty-three Parent Advocates. Sixty- 
one (73.49 percent) of the Formal Structure members who 
were sampled returned questionnaires and fifty-nine 
(71 percent) of these questionnaires were completed. 
Analysis of data 
Data from the returned questionnaires were analyzed 
by a hand calculator according to the frequency of re¬ 
sponses, and when applicable, according to the percent 
of the responses in relation to the total for each 
group sampled. For reporting purposes, the data were 
organized in charts and tables. 
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Findings in Relation to the 
Research Questions 
The questionnaire findings yielded the following 
answers to the questions raised in chapter 1: 
1. Twelve Formal Structures for the involvement of par¬ 
ents at the state level of Title I administration 
had been formed. The structures existed in the 
states of: (a) Connecticut, (b) Massachusetts, 
(c) New Jersey, (d) Maryland, (e) Florida, (f) Indi¬ 
ana, (g) Arkansas, (h) Wisconsin, (i) Missouri, 
(j) Utah, (k) Oregon, and (1) Washington. 
2. Formal Structures existed in all of the ten regions 
of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
with the exception of Region IX, which consists of 
the states of Arizona, California, Hawaii, and 
Nevada (see appendix M for regional map). 
3. Seven (30 percent) of the Coordinators in states 
without a Formal Structure predicted that such a 
body would be formed in their states within the 
next three years—whether or not the Title I legis¬ 
lation mandated such bodies. 
4. Existing Formal Structures had been established for 
a mean of 3.3 years, primarily by the authorization 
and endorsement of the State Title I Coordinators 
in the states which had such bodies. 
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5. No state legislation had been enacted to form a 
Formal Structure. 
6. Local program funds supported the majority of the 
Formal Structures. 
7. The majority of the members of existing Formal Struc¬ 
tures were parents of a child who was then receiving 
Title I services or who had received Title I ser¬ 
vices in the past. 
8. The mean number of years that a Formal Structure 
member had served on Formal Structures was 2.21 years. 
9. Formal Structure members and Title I Coordinators 
in states with a Formal Structure believed that a 
major goal of these bodies was improving relationships 
between parents and state and local educational 
agency administrators. 
10. The majority of the Formal Structure members per¬ 
ceived the Councils as having more goals than the 
majority of the Coordinators indicated. The addi¬ 
tional goals that a majority of the members of these 
bodies selected were: (a) provision of a state level 
advocate for parents, and (b) establishment of link¬ 
age between state level Title I officials and parents 
at the local school district level. 
A majority of the Coordinators and Formal Structure 
members believed that the goals of these bodies were 
achieved. There was a large increase in the number of 
11. 
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Coordinators who believed that the goals were 
achieved as opposed to those who originally saw 
the "achieved" goals as original purposes of the 
Council. 
12. Coordinators and Formal Structure members believed 
that the major responsibilities of existing For¬ 
mal Structures were: (1) to participate in develop¬ 
ing state guidelines relating to parent involvement 
in the Title I Program, (2) to assist in dissemi¬ 
nating Title I materials to local parents, and 
(3) to advise state Title I administrators on matters 
relating to planning, operating, and evaluating 
local Title I Programs. There was also majority 
agreement among the two groups concerning the re¬ 
sponsibilities of conducting parent training workshops 
and accompanying state Title I officials on monitor¬ 
ing and technical assistance visits to local school 
districts. 
13. The Title I regular Program was represented on all cur¬ 
rently existing Formal Structures, and the program 
for nonpublic school children was represented on the 
majority of these bodies. 
14. The majority of the Formal Structure members were not 
in agreement with Coordinators concerning the com¬ 
ponents of the Title I Program that were represented 
on the Council, and were not aware of the funding 
source which supported Council activities. 
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15- Nineteen percent of the total group of Coordinators, 
almost 86 percent of the Formal Structure members, 
and 91 percent of the Parent Advocates were in favor 
of mandating Formal Structures at the state level. 
16. All respondents sampled agreed that a major goal, 
if Formal Structures are mandated, should be to 
provide a linkage between the state and parents 
at the local school district level. 
Conclusions 
1. Formal Structures for parent involvement at the 
state level of Title I Program administration 
have emerged in twelve states in recent years, 
and those currently existing, need upgrading. 
2. More Formal Structures for parent involvement will 
emerge in the near future, regardless of how such 
bodies are treated in the Title I law, regulations, 
or guidelines. 
3. Those Formal Structures that have developed are 
diversified in operating guidelines, organization, 
function, size of membership, funding, and activi¬ 
ties . 
4. There is a need for a model Formal Structure for 
parent involvement at the state level to guide the 
development of these Structures in the future, 
whether they just emerge or whether they are man¬ 
dated . 
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5. While State Title I Coordinators may see that 
Formal Structures for parent involvement at the 
state level have been and may be useful, these 
Structures are being encouraged primarily by 
parents, Parent Advocates, and community groups. 
6. There is a need to share the compiled information 
about existing Formal Structures with State Title 
I Coordinators and any other concerned or interes¬ 
ted groups or persons who are considering or de¬ 
bating the merits or logistics of such bodies in 
order for them to be properly evaluated on their 
basic merits. 
Recommendations 
1. Some future study should assess the effectiveness of 
Formal Structures in order to determine their value 
to Title I children, school and district level Parent 
Advisory Councils, communities, administrators, and 
the impact of these bodies on the education of chil¬ 
dren receiving Title I services. 
2. A study should be undertaken to determine the effects 
on Program administration of mandating Formal Struc¬ 
tures as opposed to encouraging their establishment 
in legislation. 
3. Some future study should assess the social, politi¬ 
cal, and economic factors contributing to formation 
of nonmandated State Title I Parent Advisory Councils. 
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4. Future legislation or regulations for the Title I 
Program should encourage states that desire and see 
a need to develop Formal Structures for parent in¬ 
volvement at the state level to establish these 
bodies. This legislation or regulations should en¬ 
courage : 
(a) federal grants to states of at least $10,000 per 
year as incentives for the funding of such Struc¬ 
tures in states wishing to establish these bodies, 
as well as for upgrading existing Formal Struc¬ 
tures . 
(b) state authorized allocations of at least $10,000 
to support the activities of these bodies--if 
federal legislation which encourages or mandates 
Formal Structures is not enacted and states de¬ 
sire to establish such structures. These funds 
should come from: (1) state educational agency 
administrative funds or (b) a combination of 
local program funds and state educational agency 
administrative funds. 
(c) development of new Formal Structures and upgrad¬ 
ing of existing bodies based on a model--such 
as the Hooker model or some other appropriate 
model--to ensure some uniformity in developing 
newly formed Structures in the various states. 
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Discussion 
This study provides the most comprehensive source 
of information available to date about all of the cur¬ 
rently existing nonmandated Formal Structures for parent 
involvement in the Title I Program at the state level. 
The following is the researcher's summary as¬ 
sessment of these Formal Structures, and provides a 
guide for the systematic and coherent development of 
future State Parent Advisory Councils, whether or not 
they are mandated in future amendments to the Title I 
legislation. 
It is the researcher's observation that a gen¬ 
eral guide which establishes criteria for establishing, 
developing, and implementing State Parent Advisory 
Councils is needed. A model has been established to 
accomplish this end. 
Specifically, it has been determined that ex¬ 
isting Formal Structures could, theoretically, be es¬ 
tablished or abolished without acknowledgment to any 
of the constituents that they propose to serve. Within 
the model, an attempt has been made to remedy this cir¬ 
cumstance under the component relating to "Formal state¬ 
ment of internal structure and governance." 
Moreover, the Council's size, composition of 
membership, method of acquiring Council membership, and 
tenure of membership needs to be controlled for proper 
and current representation of parents, proper 
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functioning of the Council, and fiscal considerations. 
Elements are included in the model to facilitate ac¬ 
complishment of these objectives. 
Additionally, in order for these Councils to 
be most useful to the local parent constituency and 
the state educational agency which they serve, these 
bodies need to be adequately informed about the Title 
I law, regulations, and guidelines. State Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils must also be kept abreast of state 
guidelines and policies relating to Title I, the es¬ 
tablished goals and responsibilities of the State 
Parent Advisory Council, and the current educational 
philosophy of the state educational agency. 
In order to ensure the Councils' maximum use¬ 
fulness to the groups they represent and serve, an 
assessment of their performance and effectiveness should 
be conducted periodically, or at least once annually. 
To address these issues, the researcher has 
included in the model some distinct purposes and re¬ 
sponsibilities for the Council and its membership, as 
well as a requirement for periodic, or at least annual, 
evaluation of the group's performance. 
In order for State Parent Advisory Councils to 
achieve a maximum level of effectiveness, a source 
of reasonable funding should be identified and com¬ 
mitted for the functioning of these bodies. The Council 
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membership should be aware of the constraints and limi¬ 
tations under which it is operating. To promote this, 
the model has provided minimum guidelines for funding, 
information sharing about funding and expenditures, and 
fiscal accountability on the part of the Council member¬ 
ship under "Financial Secretary/Treasurer" and "Funding." 
According to the literature review and the re¬ 
searcher's experience with local Title I Parent Advisory 
Councils, the effectiveness of such groups appears to 
have some direct relationship with the members' percep¬ 
tions of their usefulness and influence as a body. 
Hence, it is the researcher's view that State Parent 
Advisory Councils should be involved in meaningful 
activities and situations in which their usefulness can 
be clearly identified. 
Again, elements have been included in the model— 
under "Purposes" and "Responsibilities"--that will fos¬ 
ter the engaging in identifiable, worthwhile activities. 
In light of the fact that the mandated Parent 
Advisory Councils at the district and school building 
levels are not all functioning at an exemplary level, 
it is the researcher's opinion that State Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils, whether mandated or established other¬ 
wise, should serve as exemplary models for local Title 
I Parent Advisory Councils. Accordingly, it is the 
researcher's belief that the model with which this 
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study is being concluded will serve to facilitate the 
development of such exemplary bodies, and thereby 
help to make a significant gain toward the fulfillment 
of the theoretical and research based conclusion and 
congressional belief that parent involvement in Title 
I will have a significant impact upon the success of 
the Program. 
A Model for State Title I Parent 
Advisory Councils 
The following is a model for State Title I Ad¬ 
visory Councils and is recommended for states desiring 
to establish a Formal Structure or upgrade an existing 
Formal Structure. The model is also intended to assist 
State Title I Coordinators in organizing these bodies 
if they are encouraged or mandated in future amendments 
to the Title I legislation. 
The model may be adapted to fit the needs of 
states as they establish or upgrade a Parent Advisory 
Council at the state level of Title I administration. 
Name 
The name of the organization shall be the (name 
of state) State Title I Parent Advisory Council. 
Authority 
This organization is authorized by (1) Public 
Law (insert the required federal enactment), or (2) a 
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formal declaration of authorization by the State Title 
I Coordinator, State Superintendent of Schools, or 
both. 
Purposes 
The purposes of the Council shall be: 
1. to enhance the provision of services to children 
in the Title I Program by involving parents in the 
process of state-level planning, administering, and 
assessing activities relating to local Title I 
Programs 
2. to help state officials become more knowledgeable 
of and sensitive to the problems and concerns that 
local officials have in involving parents in the 
administration of Title I Programs 
3. to provide a parental link between state officials 
and local parents of present, former, and future 
recipients of Title I services 
4. to provide an advocate for parents at the state 
level of Title I administration. Such advocacy 
shall be provided through the establishment of 
two-way communication between parents and state 
and local educational agency administrators. 
Responsibilities 
The responsibilities of the Council shall be: 
1. to conduct parent training workshops for members of 
District Parent Advisory Councils 
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2. to provide the state with parental views and advice 
relating to matters concerning planning, conduct¬ 
ing, and evaluating local Title I Programs 
3. to provide a source of parent representation during 
state monitoring and technical assistance visits to 
local school districts 
4. to assist in disseminating and interpreting Title I 
related materials to members of local District Par¬ 
ent Advisory Councils 
5. to participate in developing state guidelines re¬ 
lating to parent involvement 
6. to serve as a resource for providing technical as¬ 
sistance to members of local school district Parent 
Advisory Councils in order to: 
(a) facilitate the involvement of more parents 
in the education of their children 
(b) maintain active parent involvement in the 
educational process, and 
(c) help local parents of recipients of Title I 
services to understand the objectives of the 
Program and the role of parents in helping 
to meet Program objectives. 
Training 
The state shall plan, develop, and maintain, 
in consultation with State Parent Advisory Council mem¬ 
bers and organizations concerned with federal policy, 
a program of orientation and training for Council members. 
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Qualifications for membership 
1. Participating parents 
Parents eligible for membership shall include: 
(a) parents who are currently participating in a 
District Parent Advisory Council 
(b) parents who participated in the District 
Parent Advisory Council during the preceding 
school year. 
These parents shall comprise an 80 percent 
majority of the membership of the State Parent Advisory 
Council. 
2. School personnel and members of local communities 
The minority membership shall consist of those 
teachers, principals, and aides who are employed in 
Title I schools, and who have previously served on 
district-wide Parent Advisory Councils. This portion 
of the membership shall also include members of local 
communities. These persons must be elected by parents 
on District Parent Advisory Councils. 
These persons shall comprise a minority of 20 
percent of the State Parent Advisory Council member¬ 
ship . 
Method of attaining membership 
A member and an alternate shall be elected by 
using any of the following categories: 
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1. Where county level Parent Advisory Councils have 
been established, elections can be held on the 
basis of county representation 
2. In states with a small number of District Parent 
Advisory Councils (fewer than forty-six), a 
representative and an alternate may be elected 
for each district 
3. Where Title I supervisory regions have been es¬ 
tablished for administrative purposes, elections 
may be held on a regional basis. 
4. Election of State Parent Advisory Council members 
may be conducted on the basis of congressional 
districts. 
Officers 
The officers of a State Title I Parent Advisory 
Council shall be: 
1. Chairperson--who shall enforce all laws, regulations 
and state policies relating to the State Parent 
Advisory Council 
2. Vice Chairperson--who, in the absence of the Chair¬ 
person shall have all of the powers and prerogatives 
of the Chairperson 
3. Recording Secretary--who shall maintain and trans¬ 
mit formal records of official Council proceedings 
4. Corresponding Secretary--who shall transmit all 
Council notices and announcements 
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5. Financial Secretary/Treasurer--who shall (a) main¬ 
tain a record of all allowable expenditures relating 
to Council activities, including training, travel, 
baby-sitting fees, materials and supplies, and con¬ 
sultant fees related to training Council members; 
(b) regularly report to the Council members the 
authorized and actual amount of Council expenditures 
(c) maintain a record of all vouchers submitted by 
the Council members; (d) prepare estimated budgets 
to advise the state educational agency on expected 
expenditures of Council members, officers, com¬ 
mittees, and task forces; (d) report to the Chair¬ 
person and State Title I Coordinator concerning any 
excessive expenditures by members and officers; 
and (e) make out vouchers for all members' expenses 
for each meeting. 
Committees 
1. Program Committee 
The Program Committee shall make all plans and 
arrangements for regular Council meetings 
2. Membership Committee 
The Membership Committee shall make all plans 
and arrangements, in conjunction with the State Title I 
Coordinator, for elections to the Council. 
3. Evaluation Committee 
The Evaluation Committee shall develop and 
implement a self-assessment instrument for periodic, 
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or at least annual, evaluations of Council performance 
and effectiveness in meeting its stated purposes and 
responsibilities. 
4. Standing or special committees, or task forces 
For the purpose of carrying out the work of 
the Council, other committees and task forces shall be 
appointed by the Chairman. 
Resource Person 
The State Title I Coordinator shall serve as a 
resource person to the Council. 
Terms of members and officers 
Members and officers shall serve three-year 
staggered terms. 
Number of members 
The Council shall consist of a minimum of 
twenty-one members, and a maximum of no more than 
forty-five members. For each member there shall be an 
alternate. 
Funding 
The funding source for a State Title I Parent 
Advisory Council shall be: 
1. federal incentive grants of at least $10,000 
for states desiring to establish new Councils, 
or upgrade existing Formal Structures, or 
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2. federal grants to states of at least $10,000 if such 
Councils are mandated by an amendment to Title I 
legislation. 
Meetings 
The State Title I Parent Advisory Council shall 
meet a minimum of four times annually. Special meet¬ 
ings of the Council shall be called, as necessary, by 
the Council Chairperson. 
Formal statement of internal 
structure and governance 
The Council shall produce and adopt a formal 
document, such as a constitution or by-law, that regu¬ 
lates its functions and establishes rules to meet its 
own particular needs. The document shall contain a 
statement regarding the method of creating or estab¬ 
lishing the State Title I Parent Advisory Council, and 
the procedures for terminating the Council. 
The formal statement of internal structure and 
governance shall also contain the parliamentary authority 
which governs the Council. 
APPENDIX A 




Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act provides for Federal grants to State education agencies 
which, in turn, suballocate the funds to local school dis¬ 
tricts. Thus, the administrative responsibilities for the 
program are divided among three levels of government. 
Office of Education 
In carrying out the Commissioner's responsibilities 
under the law, the Office of Education: 
* Determines the funding allocations for eligible coun¬ 
ties, state education agencies, and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs in the U.S. Department of the Interior. 
* Approves applications from state education agencies 
for participation in the program. 
* Develops and disseminates regulations, program guides, 
and other materials affecting the administration of 
Title I. 
* Monitors state and local Title I programs. 
* Provides consultative services to state education 
agencies. 
* Reviews and assesses progress under Title I. 
* Compiles fiscal, statistical, and program reports 
for submission to Congress and use by the general 
public. 
* Withholds funds from any state education agency which 
fails to fulfill its obligations under Title I. 
U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Office of Education, History of Title I, ESEA (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 1-2. 
146 
147 
State Education Agency 
In many ways, the state education agency (SEA) 
fulfills the same functions for local school districts 
with Title I programs that the Office of Education fulfills 
for the SEA. Among the SEA's responsibilities are: 
* Administering the statewide Title I program. 
* Compiling reports from information submitted by local 
school districts to forward to the Office of Educa¬ 
tion, in accordance with the law and regulations. 
* Suballocating basic grant funds to eligible local 
education agencies. 
* Assisting local school officials in the development 
of projects. 
* Monitoring local projects. 
* Approving proposed projects in accordance with 
Title I regulations and program guides. 
* Maintaining fiscal records of all grant funds. 
Local Education Agency 
The local education agency (LEA) has the most direct 
responsibility for actual program operations. The LEA: 
* Identifies the educationally deprived children in 
low-income areas and determines their special needs. 
* Designs and implements projects, in accordance with 
Title I regulations and program guides, to meet the 
educational needs of such children. 
* Submits an application to the SEA for Title I funds. 
* Maintains fiscal records of all project funds and 
reports to the State on the use of such funds. 
* Maintains fiscal effort with respect to total current 
expenditures for education and expenditures in proj¬ 
ect areas, being sure they are comparable to non¬ 
project areas. 
* Makes information on Title I projects available to the 
public. 
APPENDIX B 
FEDERAL LAW AND REGULATIONS RELATING TO 
TITLE I PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS 
PUBLIC LAW 93-380—PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS 
Public Law 93-380 states: 
141(a) That the local educational agency shall es¬ 
tablish an advisory council for the entire school district 
and shall establish an advisory council for each school 
of such agency served by a program or project assisted 
under section 143(a)(2), each of which advisory councils— 
(A) has a majority of its members parents of 
the children to be served, 
(B) is composed of members selected by the 
parents in each school attendance area, 
(C) has been given responsibility by such 
agency for advising it in the planning for, and the imple¬ 
mentation and evaluation of, such programs and projects, 
and 
(D) is provided by such agency, in accordance 
with regulations of the Commissioner, with access to ap¬ 
propriate information concerning such programs and projects. 
(b) It is the intent of the Congress to 
encourage, where feasible, the development for each educa¬ 
tionally deprived child participating in a program under 
this title of an individual written educational plan (main¬ 
tained and periodically evaluated), agreed upon jointly by 
the local educational agency, a parent or guardian of the 
child, and when appropriate, the child. 
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TITLE I REGULATIONS 
Sec. 116a.25—Parent advisory councils 
(a) General requirements. Each local educational 
agency shall demonstrate in each annual application sub¬ 
mitted under this subpart that it has established an ad¬ 
visory council (hereinafter "district advisory council") for 
the entire area to be served under Title I and, except as 
provided in paragraph (f) of this section, an advisory 
council for each school of such agency served by the program 
or project set forth in the application (hereinafter "school 
advisory council"). Such agency may establish intermediate 
council for groups of schools within its school district. 
The purpose of the advisory councils is to encourage paren¬ 
tal involvement at the local level as an important means of 
increasing the effectiveness of programs under Title I. 
The application of such agency shall demonstrate that the 
district advisory council, each intermediate council, and 
each school advisory council, in accordance with the pro¬ 
visions of this section: 
(1) (i) Has, as a majority of its members, (A) par¬ 
ents of children (including parents of private school chil¬ 
dren) who are currently participating in the program or 
(B) parents of children who will participate in the projects 
proposed for the following fiscal year, if satisfactory data 
are available to identify such children. 
(2) (i) In the case of a districtwide or inter¬ 
mediate advisory council, is composed of members selected 
by the parents in the school attendance areas designated as 
project areas, and (ii) in the case of a school advisory 
council, is composed of members selected by the parents in 
the school attendance area of such council; 
(3) Has been given responsibility for advising the 
local educational agency in the planning, implementation, 
and evaluation of such program or project; 
(4) Is provided by such agency with access to ap¬ 
propriate information concerning such program or project; 
(5) Operates under procedures which are adequate 
to insure timely and proper performance of its functions, 
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including procedures for convening meetings, and for the 
recording and maintenance of minutes; and 
(6) Has been provided with procedures for coordi¬ 
nating its functions and its recommendations to the local 
educational agency with those of other councils in the 
district. 
(b) Participation of parents in selection of councils. 
All of the parents of children eligible to attend a public 
school serving a project area, including parents of children 
living in such area and enrolled in private schools, shall 
be eligible to participate in the selection of members of 
the appropriate district and intermediate councils and the 
school advisory council of that school. 
(c) Identification of parents eligible for membership. 
In consultation with the district advisory council, the 
local educational agency shall establish appropriate pro¬ 
cedures whereby parents of children who are currently par¬ 
ticipating in a project or who will be participating in 
the proposed project be identified so that they may be 
considered for membership on a school, intermediate or 
district advisory council. In no case may parents be 
identified, for the purposes of this subsection, unless they 
have first given their consent to be so identified. 
(d) Procedure for selection. The local educational 
agency, after consultation with the district advisory 
council, shall establish appropriate procedures for the 
nomination and selection of parents eligible under para¬ 
graph (c) and other persons for service on district, inter¬ 
mediate and school advisory councils. Such procedures 
shall include provision for affording timely and adequate 
notice to the parents and the general public in the agency's 
school district (or in the appropriate school attendance 
area in the case of a school council) of the time, place, 
and method whereby such selection would be made. The 
local educational agency shall take appropriate measures, 
such as the publication of the notice in a language other 
than English, to insure that adequate notice is provided 
for parents in an area where the dominant language is other 
tiian English. Upon the selection of members of the council, 
the names of all members of such council shall be made 
available to the public through appropriate notices and 
continue to be available upon request. Members of an ad¬ 
visory council shall be residents of the school district, 
and members of a school council shall reside in the at¬ 
tendance area of that school. 
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(e) Membership of districtwide or intermediate councils. 
The local educational agency may provide that the member¬ 
ship of its districtwide or intermediate advisory councils 
will be composed solely of members of the school councils, 
each member of which is elected by his or her school coun¬ 
cil. 
(f) Local educational agencies with one school or less 
than 1,000 students in all project area schools. 
If a local educational agency (1) has less than 
1,000 students enrolled in its project area schools, or 
(2) has only one project area school, it may decide with 
the approval of the state educational agency to have its 
district advisory council also serve as its school coun¬ 
cil . In any such case the district council shall consist 
of at least one advisory council member representative of 
each project area school. 
(g) Involvement of councils. Each local educational 
agency shall include in its application sufficient informa¬ 
tion to enable the state educational agency to make the 
following determinations: 
(1) That each council member has been furnished 
copies of Title I of the Act, the Federal regulations, 
guidelines and criteria issued pursuant thereto, State 
Title I regulations and guidelines; 
(2) That all council members will receive ap¬ 
propriate training materials and orientation which will 
assist them in carrying out their functions under this 
section; and 
(3) That each council will be provided with the 
local educational agency's current application, other in¬ 
formation and documents (such as prior applications in 
accordance with the availability of information to the 
public pursuant to §116.45 for Title I projects and evalua¬ 
tions thereof) as may be needed for the effective involve¬ 
ment of each council in the planning, implementation, opera¬ 
tion, and evaluation of projects under Title I; 
(4) That each council has had an adequate oppor¬ 
tunity to consider the information available concerning 
the special educational needs of the educationally deprived 
children residing in the project area (or areas), and the 
various programs available to meet these needs, and to make 
recommendations concerning those needs which should be ad¬ 
dressed through the Title I program and similar programs; 
and 
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(5) That all parents of children to be served have 
had an opportunity to present their views concerning the 
application to the appropriate school council, and that each 
council has had an opportunity to submit its comments to 
the local educational agency which shall consider such com¬ 
ments in determining whether or not the application shall 
be approved and submitted to the state educational agency. 
(h) Additional rules and procedures. The state educa¬ 
tional agency may establish such additional rules and pro¬ 
cedures, not inconsistent with the provisions of this sec¬ 
tion, as may be reasonably necessary to insure the involve¬ 
ment of parents and the proper organization and functioning 
of parent advisory councils. 
(20 U.S.C. 241e (a) (8) , (14), 1231d H. Rept. 93-804 , p. 18- 
19 (1974)) 
Sec. 116.6--Review and complaint procedures 
The state educational agency shall establish procedures 
for investigating complaints alleging violations of Title 
I or the regulations for that Title including: 
(a) Procedures to carry out section 425(a) and (c) of 
the General Education Provisions Act and §116.5; and 
(b) Procedures for resolving the complaints of parents 
and other individuals and organizations, including: 
(1) Specific time limits for investigation and 
resolution of complaints, not normally to exceed 60 days; 
(2) An opportunity for the complainant to present 
evidence to the state educational agency; and 
(3) Dissemination of information concerning pro¬ 
cedures under this paragraph to interested parties, in¬ 
cluding parent advisory councils. 
(20 U.S.C. 21f (a) (3) , 1231b-2, 1231d) 
Sec. 116.33--Reinbursement for expenses 
incurred by parent council members 
and volunteers 
Members of parent councils and volunteers not receiv¬ 
ing regular compensation under Title I may be reimbursed 
from Title I funds for personal expenses directly attribut¬ 
able to the performance of their duties and functions as 
set forth in approved applications. 
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Sec. 116.36(b)(1>—Training 
Title I staff members, Parent Council members, and 
volunteers who are engaged to perform services related to 
approved programs or projects are to be provided training. 
Sec. 116.47—Individualized educational plans 
In considering applications under Title I, a state 
eeducational agency shall encourage where feasible appli¬ 
cant agencies submitting such applications to provide for 
the development for each child participating in an approved 
program under such Title I, an individualized written 
educational plan (maintained and periodically evaluated), 
agreed upon jointly by the applicant agency, a parent or 
guardian of the child, and when appropriate, the child. 
Funds under Title I of the Act may be used for the purpose 
of developing, maintaining and evaluating such plans. 
Sec. 116a.21(g)—Needs assessment 
(g) Consultation. In making the determinations under 
this section, the local educational agency has, to the ex¬ 
tent feasible, consulted with teachers, parents, and persons 
knowledgeable of the needs of private and public school 
children and children in local institutions for neglected 
or delinquent children. 
Sec. 116a.22(a) (8)—Project description, size, 
scope, and quality 
(8) Specific provisions for informing and consult¬ 
ing with parents concerning the services to be provided for 
their children under Title I, the performance of their chil¬ 
dren and the ways in which such parents can assist their 
children in realizing the benefits those services are in¬ 
tended to provide. 
APPENDIX C 
ROSTER OF STATE TITLE I COORDINATORS 
STATE TITLE I COORDINATORS 
Mr. Edward A. Spear 
Coordinator of Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
State Office Building, Room 460 
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 
Ms. Ruth Harris 
Coordinator, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
326 Alaska Office Building 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 
Mr. Donald R. Kearns 
Education Program Director 
ESEA, Title I 
State Department of Education 
1535 W. Jefferson Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Mr. C. E. Morris 
Coordinator of Title I, ESEA 
Department of Education 
Arch Ford Education Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Mr. Manuel V. Ceja 
Assistant Superintendent and 
Director of Compensatory 
Education 
State Department of Education 
721 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Mr. Victor Wall 
Director, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
State Office Building 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Dr. Patrick Proctor 
Coordinator of Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
P.0. Box 2219 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 
Dr. William Corkle 
State Supervisor, ESEA, Title I 
State Department of Public 
Instruction 
The Townsend Building 
Dover, Delaware 19901 
Mr. Robert G. Brewer 
Coordinator, Compensatory 
Education 
Department of Education 
EX. 11 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
Mr. Billy Tidwell 
Director, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
State Office Building, Room 316 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
Ms. Rose Yamada 
Administrator, Compensatory 
Education 
State Department of Education 
P.0. Box 2360 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 
Mr. Donald J. Carpenter 
Director, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
Len B. Jordan Office Building 
650 West State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
Mr. Robert H. Hardy, Jr. 
Director, Title I, ESEA 
Illinois Office of Education 
100 North First Street 
Springfield, Illinois 62777 
156 
157 
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STATE TITLE I COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATE TITLE I PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL 
MEMBER QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATE TITLE I COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS RELATE TO STATE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCILS/ 
COMMITTEES FOR THE TITLE I PROGRAM. IF YOUR STATE HAS SUCH A 
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE, PLEASE ANSWL R QUESTION 1 AND QUESTIONS 22 
THROUGH 53. IF NO SUCH COUNCIL/COMMITTEE HAS BEEN FORMED 
IN YOUR STATE, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 1 THROUGH 21. PLACE A 
CHECKMARK (V) IN THE APPROPRIATE BOX OR ON THE APPROPRIATE 
LINE(S) BESIDE THE QUESTION; WHERE INDICATED, BRIEFLY RESPOND TO 
THE QUESTION BV WRITING YOUR RESPONSE ON THE ATTACHED BLANK SHEET. 
YOUR RESPONSE TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE KEPT IN STRICT CON¬ 
FIDENCE THE CODE NUMBER IN THE UPPER RIGHT CORNER OF THIS 
PAGE IS TO ENSURE THAT RESPONSES ARE RECEIVED FROM ALL STATE 
TITLE I COORDINATORS. 
1. Does your state have a State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee? 
□ Yes □ No 
If your State HAS a State Title I Parent Advisory Council, go to Question No. 22. 
If your State DOES NOT have a State Title I Parent Advisory Council, answer 
Questions 2 - 21. 
2. Have you been approached by parents, legislators, superintendents, community 
representatives, educators, or other individuals with a request to form such a 
Council/Committee at the state level? □ Yes □ No 
3. If you’ve responded "yes” to Question No. 2, which segments of the population 
made the request? (check in space(s) provided) 
□ Parents □ Legislators □ Superintendents □ Community Representatives 
□ Educators □ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
4. Do you feel that a State Council/Committee for parent involvement in Title I 
would be useful to you in the administration of the program? □ Yes □ No 
5. If you responded "yes” to Question No. 4, please check the appropriate reason(s) 
below: 
D A State Parent Advisory Council could help inform state level administrators 
of local parent and community concerns. 
□ A State Parent Advisory Council would strengthen the parent advisory com¬ 
ponent of the Title I Program. 
□ A State Parent Advisory Council could serve as a model for school and district 
Parent Advisory Councils. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
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6. If you responded "no” to Question No. 4, please check the appropriate reason(s) 
below: 
□ Formation of these Councils/Committees would be too time consuming. 
□ No funds are available for these Councils/Committees. 
□ State Parent Advisory Councils/Committees would be an unnecessary 
additional administrative layer. 
□ There is no role for State Parent Advisory Councils/Committees at the state 
level. 
□ Other (explain briefly on the attached blank sheet) 
7. Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be amended to mandate parent 
involvement at the state level through the establishment of a State Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee? Yes □ No □ 
8. Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be amended to encourage parent 
involvement at the state level through the establishment of a State Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee? Yes □ No □ 
9. Do you feel that within the next three years a State Parent Advisory Council/ 
Committee will be established in your state even if the Title I legislation does not 
explicitly encourage or mandate the establishment of such Councils or Committees 
□ Yes □ No 
10. Are you aware of the practices of Title I State Parent Advisory Councils/Com¬ 
mittees in other states? Yes □ No □ 
11. If an amendment to Title I mandates State Title I Parent Advisory Councils or 
Committees, what do you feel should be the intent, goal(s) or purpose(s) of these 
Councils/Committees? (check space beside response(s) of your choice) 
□ To monitor State Educational Agency activities relating to Title I. 
□ To serve as a link between State Educational Agency officials and local parents 
of Title I children. 
□ To provide an advocate for parents at the state level of Title I administration. 
□ To improve relationships between local parents and state and local officials of 
the Title I program. 
□ Other (explain briefly on the attached blank sheet) 
12. What do you feel should be the responsibilities or duties of a mandated State Title 
I Parent Advisory Council in carrying out its intent, purpose(s) or goal(s)? (check 
space(s) beside response(s) of your choice) 
□ Advise the state in matters relating to planning, evaluating, and operating 
local Title I projects. 
□ Participate in decision-making relating to state policies concerning the Title I 
program. 
□ Disseminate information to local school district Parent Advisory Councils. 
□ Conduct parent training workshops. 
□ Accompany state officials during monitoring and technical assistance visits 
to local school districts. 
□ Assist the state in coordinating District Parent Advisory Council and School 
Parent Advisory Council activities. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
1 3. What do you feel should be the composition of the membership of these 
Councils/Committees if they are mandated at the state level? (check appropriate 
response(s)) 
□ All parents of present or former Title I children. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children with state or 
local level personnel serving as consultants. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children, with educators 
administrators, and representatives of local community groups. 
D Parent representatives from the regular Title I, grant, Neglected or 
Delinquent, Handicapped, and Nonpublic School programs. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
14. ow many individuals should comprise the membership of these State Parent 
Advisory Councils, if such councils are mandated? (check one) 
□ 1-5 members □ 6-10 members □ 11-15 members 
□ 16-20 members □ One representative from each LEA. 
□ At least two representatives per school district (a member and an alternate) 
□ Other (explain on the following line) 
15. In your opinion, how often should a mandated State Parent Advisory Council 
conduct meetings? (check one) 
□ Once yearly □ Twice yearly □ Four times yearly 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
16. In your opinion, how should activities of a mandated State Parent Advisory 
Council be funded? (check one) 
□ Local program funds. 
□ By parents, themselves, through dues or other fund raising activities. 
□ State administrative funds. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
17. How should one acquire membership on a mandated State Title I Parent 
Advisory Council/Committee? (check one) 
□ Election at the local district level by district or school level parents of Title 
I children. 
□ Selection at the local district level or school level by irents of Title I 
children. 
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□ Selection by state or local Title I administrator. 
□ Appointed by State Superintendent of Education. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
18. What officers should a mandated State Parent Advisory Council have? 
(check appropriate response(s). 
□ President or Chairman □ Vice-President or Vice-Chairman 
□ Secretary □ Treasurer 
□ Other (write officer(s) on the following lines 
19. How long a term in office should the officer(s) of a mandated State Parent 
Advisory Council hold? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
20. How long should a member remain on a mandated Council/Committee? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
21. Please check here if you would like a summary of this research upon its 
completion. □ 
IF YOU ANSWERED "NO” TO QUESTION NO. 1, 
STOP HERE 
THANK YOU 
ANSWER QUESTIONS 22 THROUGH 53 ONLY IF YOU ANSWERED "YES” TO 
QUESTION NO. 1. 
22. By what authority was the Council/Committee formed? (check one) 
□ State legislation □ Administrative decision of Chief State School Officer 
□ Administrative decision of Title I Coordinator 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
23. Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be amended to mandate parent 
involvement at the state level through the establishment of a State Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee? □ Yes □ No 
24. Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be amended to encourage parent 
involvement at the state level through the establishment of State Parent Advisory 
Councils or Committees? □ Yes □ No 
25. How long has a State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee existed in 
your state? (check one) 
□ Less than 1 year □ 1-3 years □ 3-5 years □ 5-7 years □ 7-9 years 
□ 9-11 years □ Other (write length of time on following line) 
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26. How does one acquire membership on the State Parent Advisory Council or 
Committee? (check one) 
□ Election at the local district level by district or school level parents of Title I 
children. 
□ Selection at the local district level by district or school parents of Title I 
children. 
□ Selection by state or local Title I administrator. 
□ Appointed by State Superintendent of Education. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
27. How long is a Council/Committee member’s term? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on following line) 
28. How many members are on the Council/Committee? (write in below) 
members 
29. Are you a member cf the Council/Committee? □ Yes □ No 
30. If you are a member of the Council/Committee, are you a voting member? 
□ Yes □ No 
31. What is the composition of the membership of the Council/Committee? 
(check appropriate answer(s). 
□ All parents of present or former Title I children. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children with state or local 
level personnel serving as consultants. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children with educators, 
administrators, and representatives of community groups. 
□ Parent representatives from the regular Title I, Migrant, Neglected or Delin¬ 
quent, Handicapped and Nonpublic School programs. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
32. How are Council/Committee activities funded? (check appropriate response(s)) 
□ Local program funds. 
□ By parents, themselves, through dues or other fund raising activities. 
□ State administrative funds. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
33. What is the estimated annual cost of funcmg the Council/Committee activities7 
(check one) 
□ Less than *2,000 □ $2,000-$5,000 □ $5,000-* 10,000 
□ $10,000-$ 15,000 □ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
34. What is the intention, the goal(s) or the purpose(s) of the Council/Committee? 
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□ To serve as a link between the local parents and state level Title I officials. 
□ To provide an advocate for parents at the state level of Title I administration. 
□ To improve relationships between parents and state and local educational 
agency administrators. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
35. Which of these intentions, purposes, or goals were met or unmet? (check "yes” 
or "no” below) 
Linkage between local parents and state level Title I officials 
□ Yes □ No 
Parents were given a voice at the state level. □ Yes □ No 
Relationships between parents and state and local educational agency personnel 
were improved. □ Yes □ No 
□ Other (write other intentions, purposes, or goals, and whether 
they were met or unmet on the attached sheet) 
36. What do you feel are the strengths of the Council/Committee? (check appropriate 
answer(s) below) 
□ The State Parent Advisory Council/Committee is well organized and has 
clearly stated objectives. 
□ The Council/Committee members are very knowledgeable about the Title I 
law and regulations. 
□ The Council has served to make state officiais more sensitive to local parent 
and community concerns. 
□ The Council/Committee has made parents more aware of the concerns of state 
and local administrators of the Title I program. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
37. What do you feel are the weaknesses of the Council/Committee? (check appro¬ 
priate response(s). 
□ Disrupts parents’ work schedule and may potentially cause financial 
problems. 
□ Weak organizational structure, because effective State Parent Advisory Councils 
are contingent upon federal mandate. 
□ Increases the number of administrative layers involved in planning, operating, 
and evaluating Title I programs. 
□ Diverts money intended for Title I program services for eligible children. 
□ Lack of funds to support the activities of the Council/Committee. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
38. What changes, if any, would you like to see on the State Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee? (check "More,” "Less,” or “No Change,” below) 
Funds for Council/Committee activities. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
Parents on the Council/Committee. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
State officials on the Council/Committee. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
Decision-making power for parents. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
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Cooperation from state or local officials in matters that are important to 
the Council/Committee members. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
□ No Change in Council/Committee 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
39. What are the responsibilities of the Council/Committee? (check appropriate 
response(s) 
□ Assist in disseminating Title I materials to local parents 
□ To participate in the development of state guidelines relating to parent in¬ 
volvement 
□ Advise the state in matters relating to planning, evaluating, and operating 
local Title I projects 
□ Conduct parent training workshops 
□ Accompany state officials during monitoring and technical assistance visits 
to local school districts 
□ Assist the state in coordinating District Parent Advisory Council and School 
Parent Advisory Council activities. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
40. What components of the Title I program are represented on the Council/Com¬ 
mittee? (check appropriate response(s) 
□ Title I regular program □ Neglected or Delinquent program 
□ Migrant Program □ Nonpublic School program □ Program for 
handicapped children 
41. If an amendment to Title I mandates State Title I Parent Advisory Councils or 
Committees, what do you feel should be the purpose(s) of these Councils/Com¬ 
mittees? (check response(s) of your choice) 
□ To monitor State Educational Agency activities relating to Title I. 
□ To serve as a link ^tween the State Educational Agency and Local Educa¬ 
tional Agency parents of Title I children. 
□ To provide an advocate for parents at the state level of Title I administration. 
□ Other (list on attached blank sheet) 
42. What do you feel should be ii e responsibilities of members of a mandated State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee? (check response(s) of your choice) 
□ Advise the state in matters relating to planning, evaluating, and operating 
local Title I projects. 
□ Participate in decision-making relating to state policies concerning the Title 
I program. 
□ Conduct parent training workshops. 
□ Disseminate Title I materials to local parents. 
□ Accompany state officials during monitoring and technical assistance visits 
to school districts. 
□ Assist the state in coordinating District Parent Advisory Council and School 
Parent Advisory Council activities. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
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43. What do you feel should be the composition of the membership of these Councils/ 
Committees, if they are mandated at the state level? (check space(s) beside 
response(s) of your choice) 
□ All parents of present or former Title I children. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children with state or local level 
personnel serving as consultants. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children, with educators, 
administrators, and representatives of local community groups. 
□ Parent representatives from the regular Title I, Migrant, Neglected or Delin¬ 
quent, Handicapped and Nonpublic School programs. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
44. How should one acquire membership on a mandated State Title I Parent 
Advisory Council/Committee? (check one) 
□ Election at the local district level by district or school level parents of Title I 
children. 
□ Selection at the local district level by district or school parents of Title I 
children. 
□ Selection by state or local Title I administrator. 
□ Appointed by State Superintendent of Education. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
45. How many individuals should comprise the membership of these State Parent 
Advisory Councils, if such councils are mandated7 (check one) 
□ 1-5 members □ 6-10 members □ 11-15 members □ 16-20 members 
□ One representative from each LEA 
□ At least 2 representatives from each LEA (a member and an alternate) 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
46. In your opinion how often should a mandated State Parent Advisory Council 
conduct meetings? (check one) 
□ Once yearly □ Twice yearly □ Four times yearly 
□ Other (write period of time on the following line) 
47. In your opinion, how should activities of a mandated State Parent Advisory 
Council be funded? (check one) 
□ Local program funds. 
□ By parents, themselves, through dues or other fund raising activities. 
□ State administrative funds 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
48. What officers should the mandated State Parent Advisory Council have? (check 
appropriate response(s). 
□ President or Chairman 
□ Vice-President or Vice-Chairman 
□ Secretary □ Treasurer 
□ Other (write office on the following line) 
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49. How long a term should Council/Committee officer(s) have? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
50. How long should Council/Committec members remain on a mandated 
Council/Committec? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
51. Are you aware of the practices of Title I State Parent Advisory Council/Com¬ 
mittees in other states? Yes □ No □ 
52. Please check here if you would like a summary of the research upon its 
completion. □ 
53. IMPORT ANT — Please return the following items with your questionnaire: 
(please check) 
□ Names and addresses of the State Parent Advisory Council/Committee 
Members. Please indicate the Chairman. 
□ Council or Committee Charter and Bylaws, if any. 
□ State guidelines relating to the State Parent Advisory Council or Committee. 
THANK YOU 
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THIS SHEET IS PROVIDED FOR WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS OR 
FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS. PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBER OF THE 
QUESTION YOU ARE RESPONDING TO. 
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS RELATE TO STATE PARENT ADVISORY 
COUNCILS OR COMMITTEES FOR THE TITLE I PROGRAM. PLEASE READ 
THE QUESTIONS CAREFULLY AND PLACE A CHECKMARK (y) IN THE 
APPROPRIATE BOX OR ON THE APPROPRIATE LINE(S) BESIDE THE ' 
RESPONSE(S) OF YOUR CHOICE. IF YOU NEED MORE SPACE, USE THE 
ATTACHED BLANK SHEET TO BRIEFLY RESPOND TO THE QUESTION. 
YOUR RESPONSE TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE KEPT IN STRICT 
CONFIDENCE. THE CODE NUMBER IN THE UPPER RIGHT CORNER OF 
THIS PAGE IS TO ENSURE THAT RESPONSES ARE RECEIVED FROM ALL 
PERSONS RECEIVING THIS FORM. 
1. Is there a State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee in your State? 
□ Yes □ No 
2. Have you discussed the issue of State Parent Advisory Councils with any members 
of your community? Yes □ No □ 
3. If "Yes," which segments of the population? (check one or more) 
□ Parents □ Legislators □ Community representatives □ Educators 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
4. Do you fee! that a State Council/Committee for parent involvement in Title I 
would be usefr1 in the administration of the program? Yes □ No □ 
5. If you responded "Yes,” to Question No. 4, please check the appropriate reason(s) 
below: 
□ A State Parent Advisory Council could help inform state level administrators 
of local parent and community concerns. 
□ A State Parent Advisory Council would strengthen the parent advisory com¬ 
ponent of the Title I program. 
□ A State Parent Advisory Council could serve as a model for school and district 
Parent Advisory Councils. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
6. If you responded "No,” toQuestion No. 4, please check the appropriate reason(s) 
below: 
□ Formation of these Councils/Committees would be too time consuming 
□ No funds are available for these Councils/Committees 
□ State Parent Advisory Councils/Committees would be an unnecessary additional 
administrative layer. 
□ There is no role for State Parent Advisory Councils/Committees at the state 
level. 
□ Other (explain briefly on the attached blank sheet) 
7. Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be amended to mandate parent in¬ 
volvement at the state level through the establishment of a State Parent Advisory 
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Council or Committee? Yes □ No □ 
8. Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be amended to encourage parent in¬ 
volvement at the state level through the establishment of a State Parent Advisor y 
Council or Committee? Yes □ No □ 
9. Do you feel that within the next three years a State Parent Advisory Council/Committee 
will be established in your state even if the Title I legislation does not explicitly 
encourage or mandate the establishment of such Councils or Committees? 
Yes □ No □ 
10. Are you aware of the practices of Title I State Parent Advisory Councils/Com¬ 
mittees in any of the states? Yes □ No □ 
11. If an amendment to Title I mandates State Title I Parent Advisory Councils or 
Committees, what do you feel should be the intent, goal(s) or purpose(s) of these 
Councils/Committees? (check space beside response(s) of your choice) 
□ To monitor state educational agency activities relating to Title I. 
□ To serve as a link between the state educational agency officials and local 
parents of Title I children. 
□ To provide an advocate for parents at the state level of Title I administration. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
12. What do you feel should be the responsibilities, or duties of a mandated State Title 
I Parent Advisory Council in carrying out its intent, purpose(s) or goai(s)? (check 
space(s) beside response(s) of your choice) 
□ Advise the state in matters relating to planning, evaluating, and operating local 
Title I projects. 
□ Participate in decision-making relating to state policies concerning the Title I 
program. 
□ Disseminate information to local school district Parent Advisory Councils. 
□ Conduct parent training workshops. 
□ Accompany state officials during monitoring and technical assistance visits to 
local school districts. 
□ Assist the state in coordinating District Parent Advisory Council and School 
Parent Advisory Council activities. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
13. What do you feel should be the composition of the membership of these Councils/ 
Committees if they are mandated at the state level? (check space beside response(s) 
of your choice) 
□ All parents of present or former Title I children. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children, with state or local level 
personnel serving as consultants. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children, with educators, admini¬ 
strators, and representatives of local community groups. 
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□ Parent representatives frorr the 'egular Title I, Migrant, Neglected or Delin¬ 
quent, handicapped and nonpublic school programs 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
14. How many individuals should comprise the membership of these State Parent 
Advisory Councils, if such councils are mandated7 (check one). 
□ 1-5 members □ 6-10 members □ 11-15 members □ 16-20 members 
□ At least two representatives from each school district (one member, one 
alternate) 
□ One representative from each LEA 
□ Other (write number of persons on the following line) 
1o. In your opinion , how often should a mandated State Parent Advisory Council 
conduct meetings? (check one) 
□ Once yearly □ Twice yearly □ Four times yearly 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
16. In your opinion, how should activities of a mandated State Parent Advisory 
Council be funded? (check one) 
□ Local Educational Agency funds 
□ By parents, themselves, through dues or other fund raising activities. 
□ State administrative funds 
□ Other (explain briefly o^ attached blank sheet) 
17. How should one acquire member ,hip on a mandated State Title I Parent 
Advisory Cot cil/Committee7 (check one) 
□ Election at the local District level by district or school level parents of 
Title I children. 
□ Selection at the local district level by parents of Title I children. 
□ Selection by state or local Title I administrator. 
□ Appointed by State Superintendent of Education. 
□ Other (explain briefly on the attached blank sheet) 
18. What officers should a mandated State Parent Advisory Council have? (check 
appropriate response(s) 
□ President or Chairman □ Vice-President or Vice-Chairman 
□ Secretary D Treasure 
□ Other (write offlcer(s) on the following ne) 
19. How long a term in office should the oificer(s) of a mandated State Parent 
Advisory Council or Committee hold? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write period of time on the following line) 
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20. How long should Council/Committcc members remain on the Council/Com- 
mittee7 (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
21. □ Check here if you would like to receive a summary of this research, upon 
its completion. 
THANK YOU. PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE 
ENCLOSED STAMPED, SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. 
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THIS SHEET IS PROVIDED FOR WRITTEN RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS 
OR FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS. PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBER OF THE 
QUESTION YOU ARE RESPONDING TO. 
STATE TITLE I PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBER 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
THE FOLLOWING QUFSTIONS ARE CONCERNED WITH STATE TITLE I PARENT 
ADVISORY COUNCILS OR COMMITTEES. PLEASE READ EACH QUESTION CARE¬ 
FULLY AND PLACE YOUR RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION WITH A CHECKMARK 
(s') ON THE LINE OR IN THE BOX(ES) BESIDE YOUR RESPONSE TO THE QUES¬ 
TION. BRIEFLY WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER TO THE QUESTION WHEN REQUESTED. 
ADDITIONAL SPACE IS PROVIDED ON THE LAST PAGE OF THIS QUESTION¬ 
NAIRE FOR WRITTEN RESPONSES OR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS. 
YOUR ANSWERS TO THIS SURVEY WILL BE KEPT IN STRICT CONFIDENCE. 
THE CODE NUMBER AT THE UPPER RIGHT CORNER OF THIS PAGE IS TO 
ASSURE THAT RESPONSES ARE RECEIVED FROM ALL STATE PARENT 
ADVISORY COUNCIL OR COMMITTEE MEMBERS RECEIVING THIS FORM. 
1. How long have you been a member of a State Title I Parent Advisory Council 
or Committee? 
□ Less than 1 year. □ 1-2 years □ 2-3 years □ 3-4 years 
□ Other ^write length of time on the following line) 
2. How long can a member remain on the Council or Committee? 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
3. If you hold an office on the State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee, 
what is it? 
□ Chairman or President □ Vice-Chairman or Vice President 
□ Secretary □ Treasurer 
□ Other (write the office you hold on the following line) 
4. Are you the parent of a child who is now receiving Title I services, or who has 
received Title I services in the past? Yes □ No □ 
5. What is your present occupation? (check one or more) 
□ Local or state government employee 
Aide: (check one) □ community □ health D teacher aide 
□ Clerical □ Housewife □ Private organization □ Teafher □ Student 
□ School board member □ Domestic worker □ Construction worker 
□ Other (write your occupation on the following line) 
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6. Do you feel that State Title I Parent Advisory Councils should be required or 
mandated by the Title I legislation? Yes □ No □ 
7. What is the intent, the purpose(s), or goal(s) of the State Parent Advisory 
Council? (check one or more) 
□ To serve as a link between local parents and state level Title I personnel. 
□ To provide a voice for parents at the state level of Title I administration. 
□ To improve relationships between parents and state and local educational 
agency personnel or administrators. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
8. Do you feel that some of these intentions, purposes, or goals have been met? 
Yes □ No □ 
9. Which of these intentions, purposes, or goals were met or unmet? (check 
"Yes’’ or “No” below) 
Linkage between local parents and state level 
Title I officials. Yes □ No □ 
Parents were given a voice at the state level. Yes □ No □ 
Relationships between parents and state and 
local educational agency personnel were improved. Yes □ No □ 
□ Other (write other intentions, purposes, or goals, and whether 
they were met or unmet on the attached blank sheet 
10. Do you feel that a State Title I Parent Advisory Council should exist? 
Yes □ No □ 
11. What changes, if any, would you like to see on the State Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee? (check “More,” “Less," or "No Change,” below) 
Funds for Council/Committee activities. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
Parents on the Council/Committee. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
Decision-making power for parents. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
State officials on the Council/Comirv tee. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
Cooperation from state or local offic.als in matters that are important to the 
Council or Committee members. More □ Less □ No Change □ 
□ No change in Council/Committee 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
12. What are the duties or responsibilities of the Council/Committee in carrying out 
its intention(s), goal(s), or purpose(s)? (check one or more answers) 
□ To conduct local parent training workshops. 
□ To assist in disseminating Title I materials to local parents. 
□ To participate in the development of state guidelines relating to parent 
involvement. 
□ Advise the state in matters concerning planning, operating, and evaluating 
local Title I projects. 
□ Accompany state officials during monitoring and technical assistance visits to 
local school districts. 
□ Assist the state in coordinating District Parent Advisory Council and School 
Parent Advisory Council Activities. 
□ Other (list on attached blank sheet) 
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13. What do you feel are the strengths of the Council/Committee? (check appro¬ 
priate answer(s) below) 
□ The State Parent Advisory Council/Committee is well organized and has 
clearly stated objectives. 
□ The Council/Committee members are very knowledgeable about the Title I 
law and regulations. 
□ The Council has served to make state officials more sensitive to local parent 
and community concerns. 
□ The Council/Committec has made parents more aware of the concerns of 
state and local administrators of the Title I program. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
14. What do you feel are the weaknesses of the Council/Committee? (check one or 
more answers) 
□ Disrupts parents’ work schedule and may cause financial hardship. 
□ The Council lacks power to make policy. 
□ Increases the number of administrative layers involved in planning, operating, 
and evaluating Title I programs. 
□ Reduces money intended for Title I program services for eligible children. 
□ Lack of funds to support the activities of the Council/Committee. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
1 5. Which areas of the Title I program are represented on the Council/Committee? 
(checl one or more) 
□ Title I regular program 
□ Neglected or Delinquent program 
□ Migrant program 
□ Nonpublic School program 
□ Handicapped 
16. How are Council/Committee activities funded? (check one or more) 
□ Local educational agency program funds. 
□ By parents, themselves, through dues or other fund raising activities. 
□ State administrative funds 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
17. If an amendment to Title I mandates or requires State Title I Parent Advisory 
Councils or Committees what do you feel should be the intent, purpose(s), or 
goals of these Councils/Committees? (check space(s) beside response(s) of 
your choice) 
□ To monitor State Educational Agency activities relating to Title I. 
□ To serve as a link between the State Educational Agency and parents in the 
Local Educational Agency. 
□ To provide a voice for parents at the state level of Title I administration. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
3 
18. What do you feel should be the responsibilities or duties of a mandated or 
required State Title I Parent Advisory Council? (check one or more answers 
below) 
□ Advise the state in matters concerning planning, evaluating, and operating 
local title I projects. 
□ Participate in decision-making relating to state policies concerning the Title 
I program. 
□ Distribute information to local school district Parent Advisory Councils. 
□ Conduct parent training workshops. 
□ Accompany state officials during monitoring and technical assistance visits 
to local school districts. 
□ Assist the state in coordinating District Parent Advisory Council and School 
Parent Advisory Council activities. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
19. Who do you feel should be members of these Councils/Committees if they are 
mandated or required at the state level? (check one or more) 
□ All parents of present or former Title I children. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children, with state or local 
level personnel serving as consultants. 
□ Majority parents of present or former Title I children, with educators, 
administrators, and representatives of local community groups. 
□ Parent representatives from the regular Title I, Migrant, Neglected or Delin¬ 
quent, Handicapped, and Nonpublic School programs. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
20. How many people should be members of these mandated or required State 
Parent Advisory Councils or Committees? (check one) 
□ 1 - 5 members □ 6-10 members □ 11-15 members □ 16-20 members 
□ At least two persons from each school district (a member and an alternate) 
□ One person from each school district 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
21. How should one acquire membership on a mandated State Title I Parent 
Advisory Council/Committee? (check one) 
□ Election at the local district level by district or school level parents of Title I 
children. 
□ Selection at the local district level by district or school parents of Title I 
children. 
□ Selection by state or local Title I administrator. 
□ Appointed by State Superintendent of Education. 
□ Other (explain on attached blank sheet) 
22. In your opinion, how often should a mandated or required State Parent Advisory 
Council conduct meetings? (check one) 
□ Once yearly □ Twice yearly □ Four times yearly 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
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23. In your opinion, how should activities of a mandated or required State Parent 
Advisory Council be funded' ^check one) 
□ Local educational agency program funds. 
□ By parents, themselves, through dues or other fund raising activities. 
□ State administrative funds. 
□ Other (explain briefly on attached blank sheet) 
24. What officers should the mandated or required State Parent Advisory Council 
have? (check one or more) 
□ President or Chairman □ Vice-President or Vice Chairman 
□ Secretary D Treasurer 
□ Other (write officers on the following lines) 
25. How long a term in office should the officcr(s) of a mandated or required State 
Parent Advisory Council hold? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
26. How long should a member remain on a mandated Council/Committee? (check one) 
□ 1 year □ 2 years □ 3 years 
□ Other (write length of time on the following line) 
27. Which components of the Title I program do you feel should be represented 
on a mandated or required State Title I Parent Advisory Council? (check one 
or more) 
□ Regular Title I □ Migrant □ Neglected or delinquent 
□ Nonpublic schools □ Handicapped 
28. Are you aware of the practices of State Title I Parent Advisory Councils in other 
states? Yes □ No □ 
29. □ Check here if you would like to receive a summary of this research after it 
is completed. 
THANK YOU. PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE ENCLOSED 
STAMPED, SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. 
5 
i nu Shut. i iS rRuv iuEu FOR WRITTEN' RESPONSES TO QUES i iONS OR FOR 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS. PLEASE INDICATE THE NUMBER OF THE QUESTION 
YOU ARE RESPONDING TO. 
APPENDIX E 
LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL AND FOLLOW-UP LETTERS TO 
STATE TITLE I COORDINATORS, PARENT ADVOCATES, 
AND FORMAL STRUCTURE MEMBERS 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
October 1, 1977 
Dear (Name of State Title I Coordinator): 
I am a Rockefeller Fellow enrolled in the Doctoral Program in Educa¬ 
tional Administration at Atlanta University. In partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree, I am conducting a research study, "An Assess¬ 
ment of Formal Structures for Parent Involvement in the Title I Program 
at the State Level." I shall also develop a model for a State Title I 
Parent Advisory Council. 
The results of this study are expected to assist in facilitating in¬ 
formation-sharing among the states concerning the problems and benefits of 
constituency representation at the state level of Title I administration. 
This study should also be of benefit to state and local Title I adminis¬ 
trators, parents, the U. S. Office of Education, and others who feel that 
Title I State Parent Advisory Councils are an issue in re-authorization of 
the program. 
Will you please complete and return to me the enclosed questionnaire 
which will take no more than fifteen minutes of your time? If your state 
has a State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee, please forward 
to me : 
1) Names and addresses of the State Parent Advisory Council 
or Committee members. Please indicate the Chairman of the 
Council/Committee. 
2) State Parent Advisory Council/Committee Charter and 
By Laws, if any. 
3) State guidelines relating to the Council/Committee. 
Your answers to this survey will be kept in strict confidence. The code 
number on the first page of the questionnaire is to ensure that responses 
are received from all State Title I Coordinators. 
I am including an address label to assist you in forwarding the question¬ 
naire and related documents. I would appreciate receiving these data by 
October 15, 1977. I look forward to the value of your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 




101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D. C. 20024 
October 1, 1977 
Dear (Name of Parent Advocate): 
I am a student enrolled in the Doctoral Program in Educational Admin¬ 
istration at Atlanta University. In partial fulfillment of the require¬ 
ments for the degree, I am conducting a research study which will eval¬ 
uate formal structures for parent involvement in the Title I program at 
the state level (State Title I Parent Advisory Councils). I shall also 
develop a model for a State Title I Parent Advisory Council or Committee. 
As you know, Title I Parent Advisory Councils are legislatively man¬ 
dated at the school and school district levels. Some states have formed 
these formal structures for parent involvement at the state level of 
Title I administration. These Councils or Committees are also an issue 
in re-authorization of the Title I program. 
This study should help to provide information-sharing among the states 
in matters relating to State Parent Advisory Councils. It should also be 
of assistance to parents, state and local Title I Coordinators, and others 
interested in parental involvement in the Title I program. 
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to me in the 
enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope by October 15, 1977. Your response 
to this questionnaire will be kept in strict confidence. The code number on 
the first page of the questionnaire is to assist in ensuring that all ques¬ 
tionnaires are returned to me. 
The value of your response will be most appreciated. Thank you for your 
helpful participation. 
Sincerely, 
(Ms.) Marion E. Hooker 
Enclosures 
185 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
October 28, 1877 
Dear (Name of State Title I Parent Advisory Council Member): 
I am a student enrolled in the Doctoral Program in Educational 
Administration at Atlanta University. To meet one of the requirements 
for the degree, I am conducting a research study concerning State 
Title I Parent Advisory Councils. I have selected a random sample 
of State Parent Advisory Council or Committee members to respond to the 
enclosed questionnaire. Your response will assist me in assessing the 
nature, function and structure of these Councils/Committees. It will 
also aid in the development of a model State Parent Advisory Council 
or Committee. 
The results of this study will help to provide information-sharing 
among the states concerning these Councils/Committees, and should be 
of benefit to parents, Title I Coordinators, the U.S. Office of Education, 
and others who feel that Title I State Parent Advisory Councils/Committes 
are an issue in reauthorization of the program. 
Will you please complete and return to me the enclosed questionnaire, 
which will take no more than fifteen minutes of your time? 
Your answers to this survey will be kept in strict confidence. 
The code number on the first page of the questionnaire is to ensure that 
responses are received from all State Title I Parent Advisory Council 
members who are surveyed. 
I am enclosing a stamped, self-addressed envelope to assist you in 
forwarding the questionnaire. I would appreciate receiving the 
questionnaire by November 11, 1977. I look forward to the value of 
your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
(Ms.) Marion E. Hooker 
Enclosures 
186 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
October 7, 1977 
Dear (Name of Recipient of Follow-Up Letter) : 
All of us are busier these days than we should be, and most of us 
have had a difficult time keeping abreast of those obligations 
which are necessary and required. I know how the little extras 
sometimes receive our best intentions, but I also know that in 
reality none of us have the time which we would desire to fulfill 
intentions. 
From the questionnaire which, hopefully, reached you about one 
week ago, I have received no reply. Perhaps you mislaid the 
questionnaire, or it may not have reached you in the mail. 
In any event, I am enclosing another copy of the questionnaire. 
I am sure you will try to find fifteen minutes somewhere in your 
busy schedule to fill out the enclosed form and drop it into your 
nearest postal box. Most of these forms have been returned. I 
would like to get them all back. Will you help me? 
Thank you. I shall appreciate your kindness. 
Sincerely, 
(Ms.) Marion E. Hooker 
Enclosure 
APPENDIX F 
LETTERS OF RELEASE FROM STATE 
TITLE I COORDINATORS 
JAii I 31S73 101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
Mr. William B. Strange 
Director, Division of Compensatory Education 
State Department of Public Instruction 
Room 501, ISTA Building 
150 West Market Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
Dear Mr. Strange: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of Tour State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information v;ill, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 




& Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
188 
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101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
Mr. Robert G. Brewer 
Coordinator, Compensatory Education 
Department of Education 
EX. 11 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 
Dear Mr. Brewer: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, 
V ^ ^ 'Marion E. Hooker 
Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
Signature 
/'H - 73 
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Mr. C.E. Morris 
Coordinator of Title I, ESEA 
Department of Education 
Arch Ford Education Building 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
Dear Mr. Morris: 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
JAt*?3 73 
TITLEl-£SCA 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, / 
'Marion E. Hooker 
Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
191 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
Mr. A.E. Beach 
Director, Title I, ESEA 
Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education 
P.0. Box 480 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 
Dear Mr. Beach: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation o: ly the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, , / 
Marion E. Hooker 
/>7 Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at tj>fe State level. 
Signature 
192 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 « t-in 
Washington, D.C. 20024*" •« 
January 19, 1978 
Mr. Frank N. Brown 
Administrator, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Public Instruction 
126 Langdon Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 
Dear Mr. Brown: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, / 
Marion E. Hooker 
Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvepegt exists at the §£a£e level. 
Signature 
193 
Mr. Jack Baptista 
Director of Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
31 St. James Avenue (5th Floor) 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 
Dear Mr. Baptista: 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, Dp£*a.-,2002.4 
January 19 ,—19^8 ' ‘ : 
[ryi " TITLL 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, 
V CD "   
Marion E. Hooker 
I/7! Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
• y- !,-t r, 
I-V.- *1 I ■ - 
Signature 
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101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
Mr. Fred Buehling 
Coordinator, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
Dear Mr. Buehling: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, 
rion E. Hooker 
/JJ Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
195 
Mr. Joseph Moore 
Coordinator, Title I, ESEA 
State Department of Education 
225 West State Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
Dear Mr. Moore: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Sincerely, 
\Jjjk 
Marion E. Hooker 
Ps Yes, you mar release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
,   
/ Signature 
101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 




101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
Dr. Percy Williams   ^ 
Coordinator of Title I, ESEA f ' ’T' f ' t, Ï 
State Department of Education * \ V t . :>■ 
Baltimore-Washington International Airport 
P.0. Box 8717 1,1*,’ -• t ' 
Baltimore, Maryland 21240 
£"5 AT P ‘ • 
Dear Dr. Williams: c . ; . j 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
"our cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
(Ùi\i jUr1 LuwUH.AKi *'*<'■• 
Sincerely 
Marion E. Hooker 
w Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
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101 G Street, S.W. 
Apartment A-503 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
January 19, 1978 
Dr. Kent Worthington 
Director, Title I, ESEA 
State Board of Education 
250 East 5th South Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Dear Dr. Worthington: 
Thank you for your response to my questionnaire relating to the State 
Title I Parent Advisory Council in your State. The questionnaire was 
part of a research project relating to formal structures for parent 
involvement at the State level of the Title I program. This project must 
be completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree. 
Since I assured all Coordinators that their responses to the questionnaire 
would be kept in strict confidence, I must now obtain your permission to 
release, in my dissertation, only the name of your State as being one 
in which there exists a formal structure for parent involvement at the 
State level. This information will, as I related in the cover letter of 
the questionnaire, help to assist in facilitating information-sharing 
among the States concerning the problems and benefits of constituency 
representation at the State level of Title I administration. 
Will you please assist me by checking the box below which gives me permission 
to include in my dissertation only the name of your State? 
Your cooperation in this matter is most appreciated. A stamped, self- 
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. I would appreciate 
receiving your response by January 31, 1978. 
Marion E. Hooker 
Yes, you may release only the name of my State as being one in 
which a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the 
State level. 
/ / No, you may not release the name of my State as being one in which 
a formal structure for parent involvement exists at the State level. 
APPENDIX G 
AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF STATE 
OUTLINE MAP 
OR IG N D CABLE 
A M E R M A P 
t 
SO L. i pU B'. tSHERS or 
CLEARTYPE*- ANC COLORPRINT “ MAPS 
 AMERICAN M AP COMPANY, 
1926 BROADWAY • NEW YORK. N. Y. 10023 • AREA CODE 212 
INC. 
595-6582 
Febiuary 27, 1978 
Marion E. Hooker 
101 G. Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Dear Ms. Hooker: 
This will acknowledge your letter of February 21. 
You have our authority to use our map in your doctoral dissertation 
under the terms outlined in your letter. The copyright notice of 
this company must be retained. 
Very truly yours, 




COMMENTS ON QUESTIONS RELATING 
TO RESEARCH QUESTION 1 
This appendix contains the comments of Coordinators 
in states without a Formal Structure and Parent Advocates 
on questions relating to research question 1, which was: 
Which states currently have Formal Structures for 
parent involvement at the state level of administra¬ 
tion of the Title I Program, and how many states have 
projected the establishment of such structures within 
the next three years? 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure 
were asked: 
Do you feel that a State Council/Committee for parent 
involvement in Title I would be useful to you in the 
administration of the program? 
Parent Advocates were asked the question: 
Do you feel that a State Council/Committee for parent 
involvement in Title I would be useful in the ad¬ 
ministration of the program? 
Both groups were asked to indicate the reason for 
their positive or negative response: 
Coordinators in states with no Formal Structures 
Number 
1 Parent Advisory Councils can perform a useful 
function at the school and district levels. 
Stronger efforts need to be made to insure that 
these Councils are involved at the local school 
district level. 
1 The State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
and the State Board of Education feel that 
parent advisory committees are more relevant 
at the local level. 
1 In this state, Federal statutes and regulations 
are deemed more than adequate: consequently, no 
additional regulations for parent involvement are 
developed by the state. In administration of 
Title I, the state enforces policies made at the 
201 
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federal level. A statewide Parent Advisory Council 
would not likely change nor significantly impact 
administration since no real policy issues are in¬ 
volved at the state level. These Councils can 
have influence at the local and federal levels 
where policies are made. 
Parent Advocates 
Number 
1 Parents can better understand the total scope 
of Title I, and can be a support for those ad¬ 
ministrators who are doing a good job. 
1 State PACs can lobby and inform legislators of 
parental concerns. 
1 Councils would be controlled by administrators 
or by unions. 
APPENDIX I 
COMMENTS ON QUESTIONS RELATING 
TO RESEARCH QUESTION 2 
This appendix contains the comments of Coordina¬ 
tors in states with a Formal Structure and members of 
Formal Structures on questions relating to research ques¬ 
tion 2, which was: 
What is the nature and functioning of these Formal 
Structures for parent involvement at the state 
level? 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
were asked: 
By what authority was the Council/Committee formed? 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
Number 
2 By an administrative decision of both the Chief 
State School Officer and the State Title I Co¬ 
ordinator . 
What is the composition of the membership of the 
Council/Committee? 
Number 
1 All Title I school and district level parents in 
the state, and all of those persons who register 
for the annual State Parent Conference. 
1 A majority of Title I citizen representatives in¬ 
cluding parents, who are elected by District 
Title I Parent Advisory Councils, with a minority 
of Title I administrators, a Title I paraprofes- 
sional, and educators, who are appointed by the 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 
Comments of Coordinators and Formal Structure 
members on the question: 
What is the intention, the goal(s) or the purpose(s) 
of the Council/Committee? 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 To provide the State Superintendent of Schools 
consultation and advice on Title I program 
policies and programming, and: 
204 
205 
(a) To bridge the gap between the local and na¬ 
tional Parent Advisory Councils by providing 
leadership at the state level. 
(b) To help Parent Advisory Councils gain insight 
as to their role in their local Title I Pro¬ 
gram. 
(c) To help parents understand the structure 
through which they will have to work to in¬ 
fluence change in a school district. 
(d) To help educators understand that parents 
want what is best for their children, and 
that parents have an in-depth and long-term 
knowledge of their children's strengths and 
weaknesses, their likes and dislikes, and their 
needs and problems. 
(e) To provide leadership and assistance to local 
Parent Advisory Councils in order to increase 
parent participation in schools as well as all 
Title I activities. 
(f) To encourage participation in state and na¬ 
tional Parent Advisory Council meetings. 
Formal Structure Members 
Number 
1 To provide a forum for disseminating exemplary 
project information via an annual convention/ 
workshop. 
1 To provide a clearinghouse for helpful ideas 
from various district PACs. 
1 To facilitate the development of local PACs and 
to promote communication between PACs. 
1 The State Parent Advisory Council is a very im¬ 
portant body. It can aid in seeing that the best 
is given to our young—for through knowledge, we 
grow. We have learned state procedures and limi¬ 
tations, and have communicated with many people 
on other councils. We are able to help each other 
solve—or find a reasonable compromise for—program 
problems. Parents, educators and administrators 
must work, plan, and implement together. None of 
these individuals is adequate alone. 
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Coordinators and Formal Structure members were 
asked the question: 
What are the responsibilities of the Council/ 
Committee? 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 The council helps review proposals and makes 
general recommendations to the State Title I 
Specialist; serves with the State Title I 
Specialist and those who work with him to re¬ 
solve those conflicts which have a bearing on 
Title I policy which do not get resolved at 
the local level between local Parent Advisory 
Councils and LEA personnel, and advises the 
State Title I Specialist on general issues and 
problems across the state. 
1 We are in the process of developing by-laws, 
and are at about the first draft stage. We will 
probably approve them by January. There are no 
state guidelines related to State Parent Advisory 
Councils; we have operated pretty much informally 
--occasionally recommending things to districts. 
One thing that should be stressed about our de¬ 
velopment is that at first, there wasn't a whole 
lot of interest shown in such a Council. Once 
we established our value, however, we got support. 
Our major focus has been the publishing of a 
Parent Advisory Council handbook and the conduct¬ 
ing of regional workshops for local Parent Ad¬ 
visory Council members. With the growing aware¬ 
ness and skills of our SPAC members, we are 
looking into: 
1. providing "trouble shooter" outreach programs 
for ineffective local Parent Advisory Councils; 
2. conducting statewide workshops for parents; 
3. the political arena--looking at issues such 
as national reauthorization legislation and 
state legislation related to compensatory 
education, and 
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4. the development of a professional organiza¬ 
tion like the National Association for Chil¬ 
dren with Learning Disabilities that speaks 
to the needs of educationally disadvantaged 
students. 
Formal Structure Members 
Number 
1 To organize a statewide parent conference. 
Established number of annual meetings of 
existing Formal Structures 
A determination of the number of annual meetings held 
by existing Formal Structures was made by examining formal 
documents which were submitted with returned State Title 
I Coordinator questionnaires, such as constitutions, 
by-laws, and functional statements. Six of these docu¬ 
ments gave the number of annual meetings. 
State Parent Advisory Council meetings are held two 
times yearly by one Council, four times yearly by three 
Councils, ten times yearly by one Council, and one Council 
meets monthly. The mean number of annual meetings is 
three. 
APPENDIX J 
COMMENTS ON QUESTIONS RELATING 
TO RESEARCH QUESTION 3 
This appendix contains comments of Coordinators in 
states with and without Formal Structures and members of 
Formal Structures on questions relating to research ques¬ 
tion 3, which was: 
What is the appraisal of parent involvement at this 
level, as viewed by the State Title I Coordinators 
in states where Formal Structures currently exist, 
and by citizens, including parents, who are currently 
members of such Formal Structures? 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure and 
Formal Structure members were asked: 
What do you feel are the strengths of the Council/ 
Committee? 
Coordinators in States with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 The Council has four subcommittees that are working. 
They are reasonably effective in parent training, 
interpreting regulations, and helping local councils 
to become trained and operate effectively. They 
also participate in local on-site visits. 
Comments of Coordinators in states with a Formal Struc¬ 
ture and Formal Structure members relating to the question: 
What do you feel are the weaknesses of the Council/ 
Committee? 
Coordinators in States with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 There seems to be a problem in getting State PAC 
members who are in second- and third-year terms 
to follow through with local PACs. 
1 No weaknesses. 
Members of Formal Structures 




COMMENTS ON QUESTIONS RELATING 
TO RESEARCH QUESTION 4 
This appendix contains comments of Coordinators in 
states with and without Formal Structures and Parent Ad¬ 
vocates on questions relating to research question 4, 
which was: 
What is the opinion of all State Title I Coordi¬ 
nators, a representative sample of Parent Advocates, 
and selected members of State Title I Parent Ad¬ 
visory Councils, regarding the issue of mandating 
parent involvement in the Title I Program at the 
state level of program administration? 
Comments relating to the question: 
Do you feel that the Title I legislation should be 
amended to mandate parent involvement at the state 
level through the establishment of a State Parent 
Advisory Council or Committee? 
Coordinators in States with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 Local districts design and conduct the programs— 
parental input is most effective at the local level 
because of this. The srate educational agency 
serves fund flow-through and compliance review 
functions only. 
1 Our state believes firmly in local control and 
review of local programs. If State Parent Advisory 
Councils are mandated, then why not a federal-level 
PAC, since there must be some federal concerns to be 
answered by such a requirement? 
1 Stronger efforts need to be made to insure that 
Parent Advisory Councils are involved at the local 
educational agency level, where they can perform 
a useful function. 
1 The State Superintendent of Public Instruction and 
the State Board of Education feel that Parent Advisory 
Committees are more relevant at the local level. 
1 I would not use the term "Advisory Councils," but 
would stress "State Title I Parents* Support Groups." 
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1 Within the next three years, a State Parent Council 
or Committee will be established in this state. 
1 State educational agency leadership is committed to 
development of a State Advisory Committee during 
1978. 
Coordinators in States with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 A federal mandate for State Parent Advisory Councils 
would be extremely disruptive to the administrative 
process and serve, I believe, little if any useful 
purpose. 
1 Parent participation looks good to the politicians 
but in most instances is not an effective tool in 
developing compensatory education programs. 
Parent Advocates 
1 I feel that a mandated state PAC would allow some 
state administrators to use the mandate to the detri¬ 
ment of local PACs. In some of the larger states, 
county level Parent Advisory Councils might be more 
effective. 
APPENDIX L 
COMMENTS ON QUESTIONS RELATING 
TO RESEARCH QUESTION 5 
This appendix contains the comments of Coordinators 
in states with and without Formal Structures, Parent Ad¬ 
vocates, and members of Formal Structures on questions re¬ 
lating to research question 5, which was: 
What are the views of all State Title I Coordi¬ 
nators, a representative sample of Parent Advisory 
Council Advocates, and selected members of Formal 
Structures concerning the nature, functioning, and 
structure of State Title I Parent Advisory Councils 
if they are mandated? 
Comments relating to the question: 
If an amendment to Title I mandates State Title I 
Parent Advisory Councils or Committees, what do you 
feel should be the purpose(s) of these Councils/ 
Committees? 
Coordinators in states with no Formal Structure 
Number 
1 To strengthen parent involvement at the local level. 
1 To lobby in the District of Columbia. 
1 To become a part of a national organization of ad¬ 
vocates for educationally deprived children. 
1 While I might have many preconceived notions about the 
goals of such a group, the Congress which creates such 
a body should clearly state such goals. In addition, 
the parent members themselves should be allowed to 
prioritize their goals within the limits of the legis¬ 
lation. 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
1 A mandated State Parent Advisory Council should lobby 
in Washington, D.C., on matters relating to Title I 
legislation. 
1 A mandated Formal Structure should provide leadership 




1 A mandated Formal Structure should have as its goal, 
lobbying for new Title I legislation. 
1 To become aware of the variety of activities funded 
through Title I and to review them. 
1 For parents to have a say in how Title I funds are 
administered. A state PAC should have the power and 
knowledge to accept or reject certain expenditures. 
Comments relating to the question: 
What do you feel should be the responsibilities of 
members of a mandated State Title I Parent Advisory 
Council or Committee? 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure 
Number 
2 To lobby for Title I legislation. 
Parent Advocate 
1 To lobby for Title I legislation. 
Comments relating to the question: 
How should one acquire membership on a mandated 
State Title I Parent Advisory Council/Committee? 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 Peer seiection--Parents select parents, adminis¬ 
trators select administrators, and teachers select 
teachers. 
1 No suggestion. I am not sure how such could best be 
accomplished through a democratic process with parents 
across the state selecting a committee. While I be¬ 
lieve the parents should do the selecting, the 
mechanics of nomination and selection on a statewide 
basis are complicated at best. 
2 Regional elections. 




1 Three-fourths of the membership should be elected at 
the local level by Title I parents, and only one- 
fourth of the members should be selected by local 
Title I parents. 
1 A majority of the members should be elected parents 
whose children are presently in the program and 
parents of children who will be served, if satisfactory 
data is available to identify these children. A 
minority of the members should be parents who have 
served in the past. This group lends experience to 
the PAC—to help new members. 
Formal Structure Members 
1 Any parent who wants to participate should be on the 
council. 
Comments relating to the question: 
How many individuals should comprise the membership 
of these State Parent Advisory Councils, if such 
councils are mandated? 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 Avoid number designation; that is the kind of thing 
that causes most problems. 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
1 At least two representatives from each county—a 
member and an alternate. 
Parent Advocates 
1 Two parents for every 30,000 students. 
1 The size of the LEA should be a consideration in the 
determination of the number of parent representatives. 
1 The council should consist of at least sixty parents. 
From each school district, one member and one alternate 
who have been elected to a County Council. The County 
Council would then elect (one member, one alternate) 
1 
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representatives to the State PAC. This or a similar 
method would provide for equal representation between 
urban and rural geographic boundaries. The number 
of counties would then determine the number of mem¬ 
bers. In a state with a large number of counties 
(i.e., Pennsylvania) an alternative would be politi¬ 
cal subdivisions instead of counties. 
2 The State Title I Parent Advisory Council should consit 
of any interested parent of a Title I child who wants 
to participate. 
Formal Structure Members 
Number 
1 Any interested parent. 
1 The alternate would be very helpful in keeping con¬ 
tinuity on the state PAC. New blood and ideas are 
needed every so often. 
Comments on the question: 
How long should Council/Committee members remain on 
a mandated Council/Committee? 
Coordinators in states without a Formal Structure 
Number 
4 Overlapping terms. 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
2 Terms should overlap. 
Parent Advocates 
1 As long as re-elected. 
Formal Structure Members 
1 Now that my child is not in the Title I Program, I 
have been told that I may not be able to be a member 
any longer. I feel as though I could help other 
parents understand the meaning of the Program since 
I have been on a State Parent Advisory Council. I 
would like to remain in. 
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Comments on the question: 
In your opinion, how should activities of a mandated 
State Parent Advisory Council be funded? 
Coordinators in states with a Formal Structure 
Number 
1 Local educational agency funds and state adminis¬ 
trative funds. 
Formal Structure Members 
Number 
1 Funding for mandated councils should come right from 
the federal government—appropriated to each state 
for just the purpose of having the councils. I get 
really tired of Congress mandating things and then 
being unwilling to back up their mandates with proper 
money, time, training, and other support. 
1 I believe the local feels more responsibile if it helps 
to fund the state PAC. They then treat the PAC more 
seriously. 
1 Local educational agency funds and state administra¬ 
tive funds. 
Comments on the question: 
In your opinion, how often should a manda ed State 
Parent Advisory Council conduct meetings? 
Parent Advocates 
Number 
1 Monthly for the first year and quarterly thereafter. 
1 Nine times yearly. 
1 As often as necessary to meet objectives. 
Formal Structure Members 
1 Nine times yearly. 
1 Six times--3 for planning, 3 for in-service training 
of all parents in the state. 
1 As often as necessary. 
1 A very special project may call for more meetings. 
APPENDIX M 
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